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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Sime Suerston Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law, has been 
appointed Judge of County Court Circuit 17, on the transfer of 
Judge Sxortr to Circuit 35, Sir Sazrsron Barer was called 
to the bar in 1871, and is Recorder of Barnstaple. 





Ir apPEars at last to be admitted that the removal of company 
winding-up business from the Chancery Division was a mistake, 
since it is stated that the judges of that division had under 
their consideration, at a meeting held on Monday, a communica- 
tion from the Lord Chancellor te sae for its object the transfer 
of this business from Mr. Justice Wricut to one of them. One 
would have thought that it would not have taken so many years 
to convince the authorities of the absurdity of a system under 
which the winding-up judge has to be recalled from circuit to 
hear pressing company cases. 





On Sarurpay last the judges of Court of Appeal No. 2 took 
occasion to remark on the inconvenient practice in bankruptcy 
appeals of setting down an appeal in the daily cause list under 
the title of ‘‘In re A Debtor,” with a view to avoid publicity. 
VaueHan Wuuiams, LJ., said that there was nothing to 
distinguish one case from another, and he asked whether there 
was any reason why the name at least of the petitioning 
creditor should not be mentioned in the list ; while Romer, L.J., 
suggested that the record number of the application should be 
given. There is certainly ground for complaint as to the 
inconvenience of the present practice. 





A PAINFUL instance of “ je ing wi’ deeficulty ” occurred at the 
Lord Mayor’s banquet on Saturday. The Master of the Rolls, 
having, it is to be feared, suffered from the “‘ chaff” of a learned 
judge of the Chancery Division (who is apt to be as frivolous in 
social moments as he is grave and admirable on the bench), 
appears to have resolved, in replying to the toast of ‘‘ The 
Bench,” to let off a four-barrelled jest against that Division. 
He, accordingly, carefully led up to the subject by considering 
the question whether the judge really any claim to 
the hospitality of the City. e thought there was some 
justification for his own presence at the banquet, inasmuch 
as he was formerly connected with the Oorporation by the 
‘golden link” | why golden?) of a at the 
Old Bailey. “But,” he asked, ‘‘ what he to say for 
his friends of the Chancery Division? He saw them sitting 
there in the red robes which were Bg eyed associated with 
the Orown Court [joke No. 1]; he was sure they had 
misgivings as to their right to be present. But how had his 
friends dealt with those one In a manner which 
savoured of diplomatic, rather of judicial, methods. They 
had created a fait accompli. They had dined, wisely no doubt, 
well he hoped [joke No. 2}, and having that accomplished fact 
to reckon with, they had until to-morrow or the next 
vacation the consideration of their right to be t [joke No. 3}. 
Although there was judicial authority for the course of conduct 
of his brethren of the Chancery bench in deciding the case 
first and leaving the discussion of it until afterwards, still 
the precedent was drawn from the ice of the infernal 
regions” [joke No. 4]. Verilyas this “‘of infinite jest, 
of most excellent fancy.” 
3 
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THE CORRESPONDENCE with respect to Land Registry certifi- 
cates which we print elsewhere inevitably suggests the 
well-known legend which we are accustomed to see at railway 
booking offices, and which requires passengers to verify at once, 
without hope of redress in the future, the correctness of their 
change. But a practice which is right enough in the exigencies 
of railway traffic is hardly, perhaps, compatible with the 
dignity of an office specially charged with enforcing the duty of 
accuracy and careful examination on an erring and, we fear, 
unrepentant world of landowners and their advisers. Seriously, 
though, there does not seem to be the slightest reason why 
the Land Registry, in sending out certificates, should demand a 
warranty of their correctness from the recipients, for that, having 
regard to the language in which the request for it is couched, 
is what the signed receipt means. Should there be an error, 
it is, of course, more than likely that the office will at once be 
informed and an opportunity given for rectifying it. A 
solicitor who receives a certificate may be relied on to examine 
it, as well in his own interest as in the interest of his client. 
This, however, is quite a different matter from his furnishing 
for the satisfaction of the Land Registry a written guarantee 
of correctness, with the result that all responsibility would be 
thereupon shifted to his shoulders. In case of error it is quite 
possible that questions would arise between the registry and 
the landowner and his solicitor, and the registry might be relied 
on to make the utmost possible use of the provision of section 7 
(3) of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, which excludes from 
indemnity for a loss a person “ who has caused or substantially 
contributed to the loss by his act, neglect, or default.” 
Whether the officials could thus put upon the landowner a loss 
which was directly due to their own mistake must be regarded 
as at least extremely doubtful. At any rate the landowner’s 
solicitor cannot be expected to relieve the registry of its own 
primé facie liability, and it seems to us that the note which our 
correspondents have decided to endorse on receipts, however 
disturbing to the equanimity of the official mind, is amply 
justified, and is, indeed, no more than a prudent precaution. 








A FEW WEEKS ago it was said in these columns that it would 
not be easy to exaggerate the importance of the case of Rez v. 
Tibbits and Windust; and that it remained to be proved by the 
result of the appeal in that case whether the a is strong 
enough to prevent interference with the due course of justice. 
The case has now been decided by the Court for the Con- 
sideration of Crown Cases Reserved (reported elsewhere), 
and every right-thinking person must feel some satisfaction 
that the conviction has been upheld on all points. No count 
in the long indictment has been adversely criticized by the 
court, and the indictment will, therefore, form a valuable 
precedent for any future case of the sort. Liberty of the 
press is no doubt an excellent thing; but when that liberty 
is so abused as to endanger the liberty of the individual, it 
is then full time to cut it short. To forbid a newspaper to 
publish discreditable particulars of the life and career of an 
accused person is, no doubt, an interference with the liberty of 
the newspaper. But when we consider that. the publication of 
such matters, especially such as would not be admissible 
in evidence against the accused, must tend to influence the 
minds of jurors, and therefore must put the accused in 

eater danger than he would otherwise be, we see 

w the liberty of the individual is inconsistent with such 
liberty of the press. A curious case came before the Court of 
King’s Bench in 1823, which is in principle somewhat like the 
recent case—Hez v. Williams (2 L. J. K. B. 30). While a man 
was awaiting his trial for murder, a play was acted on the 
stage of a theatre, reproducing the facts of the case as alleged 
by the prosecution. The accused was represented by an actor 
got up to closely resemble him, and who on the stage pretended 
to murder another actor who represented the deceased. The 
court then laid it down as the law, beyond any shadow of doubt, 
that any attempt whatever to prejudge a criminal case is an 
offenee — public justice and a serious misdemeanour. 
Fortunately, such gross cases are very rare, and probably the 
theatrical experiment is not at all likely to be repeated ; but the 


mischievous. It was argued for the defendants in that case that 
there was no evidence of any intention to pervert the course of 
justice. The court, however, held that this was a case in which 
the intent must be inferred from the probable result of the act 
complained of, and that if the articles were, in the opinion of 
the jury, calculated to interfere with the course of justice, the 
defendants were responsible. It was also argued that as the 
paren had been convicted the articles could not be said to 

ave interfered with the course of justice. Such an argument 
is, however, manifestly absurd ; for if it were accepted, it would 
follow that where the minds of a jury had been so influenced 
by such articles as to convict an innocent man, the writers of the 
articles would escape punishment by a plea of their own wrong. 
It is perfectly plain that the result of the trial is quite immaterial, 
The law has to provide that an accused person is tried by a jury 
who come to the inquiry with open minds and decide the issue 
on the evidence given before them, and on nothing else. The 
result of the recent case will, it may reasonably be hoped, help 
in the attainment of this object. 





THe taw as to the liability of infants for necessaries is 
frequently illustrated by cases in the inferior courts. It is now 
tolerably well settled that the question whether an infant is 
liable for necessaries is one of mixed law and fact; that there is 
a preliminary question of law whether there is any evidence 
that the goods supplied axe within the definition of necossaries 
which has been given by the courts, and if the judge decides the 
question of law in the affirmative, that the question of fact must 
be decided by the jury. As to the definition of necessaries, one 
is sometimes a little embarrassed by the language of different 
judges. In Chapple v. Cooper (13 M. & W. 258) Baron 
ALpERSON thus expresses himself: ‘‘Things are necessary 
without which an individual cannot reasonably exist. . . . 
It must first be made out that the class [to which the infant 
belongs] is one in which the things furnished are essential to 
the existence and reasonable advantage and comfort of 
the infant contractor.” This test is rather a severe one, 
but in another case in the Exchequer Reports (Peters 
v. Fleming, 6 M. & W., at p. 46) Parxz, B., introduces 
some qualification. ‘‘The word ‘necessaries’ is not confined 
in its strict sense to such articles as are necessary for the 
support of life, but extends to articles fit to maintain the 
particular person in the state, station, and degree of life in 
which he is.” If we look at some of the cases which are con- 
sidered good law, this qualification certainly appears to be 
necessary. In Hands v. Slaney (8 T. R. 578), where the action 
was for the price of livery for the servant of the defendant, a 
captain in the army, Lord Kzyyon thought there was evidence 
for the jury, saying, “I cannot say that it was not necessary 
for a gentleman in the defendant’s situation to have a servant, 
and if it were proper for him to have one, it was equally 
necessary that the servant should have a livery.” The usages 
of mankind have, of course, changed since these words were 
spoken, and they may be contrasted with the ruling in Bryant 
v. Richardson, tried before Bramweztt, B.,in 1866. It appears 
from the note (L. R. 3 Ex. 93) that the defendant, an ensign 
in the Fusiliers, had been supplied with a large quantity of 
cigars and tobacco. The Court of Exchequer held that there was 
no evidence for the jury, for unless special circumstances were 
shewn, cigars and tobacco were not necessary to any infant. 
We cannot say whether either of these decisions would be 
regarded with approval in military circles. Ooming to a later 
period, we fiad that the judges of the county courts, who have 
to deal both with law and fact, seem disposed to extend the 
liability of the infant contractor. In a case which came before 
the judge of the Westminster County Oourt (now judge of the 
City of London Court) a short time ago, he held that there was 
nothing to prevent bottles of whisky ordered by an infant from 
comiug under the definition of ‘‘ necessaries,” and the judge of 
the county court at Falmouth, a few days ago—in a case where 
the defendant, an apprentice in a quarry, had hired a bicycle— 
said that.a bicycle had become a necessary for a young man it 
health, and gave judgment for the plaintiff. it was said by 
Wis, J., in Ryder v. Wombwell (Li. R. 4 Ex. 40) that ‘the 
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state of things, and consequently whether any particular article 
is of such a description as that it may be a necessary under such 
usual state of things.” But the knowledge and ience of 
judges must to some extent vary with the lives which they have 
led, and the question, What things are necessary to maintain an 
infant in the station of life to which he belongs, is a delicate one. 
Many persons object to anything which may be thought to 
encourage dealings upon credit, and this objection has certainly 
gained ground in recent years. But it must be remembered 
that many young men have to provide their expenses out of a 
salary which is paid at considerable intervals, and which they 
are often obliged to anticipate. We think, on the whole, that 
there is no ground for any change in the law which prevails in 
all English-speaking communities, and which, unlike the civil 
law, considers that a minor should have a limited power of 
binding himself by a contract. 





A question of considerable importance to publicans, and one 
on which metropolitan police magistrates have differed, has now 
been decided by a Divisional Court in the case of Sealy v. 
Tandy. The question, shortly, is whether a publican has a 
right to eject a would-be customer from his premises when that 
person is not either drunk or disorderly. The respondent in the 
case had been guilty of violent and quarrelsome conduct in the 
appellant’s licensed house on previous occasions. On the day 
in question he had entered the house quietly, but was 
immediately ordered out by the appellant because of his 
former misconduct. The respondent refused to leave, and 
when the appellant proceeded to forcibly eject him, he 
assaulted the appellant and was subsequently summoned for 
the assault. The magistrate, however, held that a licensee’s 
right to eject a customer is controlled by section 18 of the 
Licensing Act, 1872, which gives him power to turn out 
any person “who is drunken, violent, quarrelsome, or dis- 
or # ”; and that as the respondent was not on the occasion 
in question either drunken, violent, quarrelsome, or disorderly, 
the licensee had no right to use force, and the summons for 
assault should be dismissed: The magistrate, apparently, 

rofessed to act on the authority of Dollimore v. Sutton (78 
E. T. 469). We commented on this view of the law 
in these columns in our issue of the 2nd of March last (45 
Sorrorrors’ JournAL, 305), and gave it as our opinion that it was 
wrong, and that, though a publican invites the public to enter 
his house (as does every shopkeeper), there is nothing to prevent 
him from revoking his invitation entirely by shutting his doors, 
or partially, by requesting a certain person to leave. This 
view of the law has now been upheld by the Divisional Court, 
and the decision of the magistrate has been overruled. The 
confusion has arisen through not distinguishing between 
an inn and a traveller on the one side, and an 
ordinary drinking shop and a_ non-traveller on the 
other. There is the greatest difference between an inn and 
a mere shop for the sale of liquor ; and the rules of the common 
law with regard to inns must not be applied indiscriminately to 
the ordinary public-house, which is usually no more than a shop. 
In Reg. v. Rymer (25 W.R, 415, 2 Q. B. D. 136) it was held that 
no one has a right to insist on being served in a tavern any more 
than in any other shop. The court has now gone a step farther, 
and has held that the publican has the right to request any person 
to leave if he does not wish that person to remain on his premises. 
Of course, if this right is exercised capriciously, the publican 
may have to answer for his conduct at the licensing sessions, 
but that is immaterial to the definition of his legal rights. 
Oertainly it will tend to promote good order if it is now 
clearly recognized that a publican can refuse the use of his 
house to undesirable customers who are likely to misconduct 
themselves. There are persons whose presence in a public- 
house is a constant danger to the licensee, and probably many a 
licensee will be glad to know that he can keep such persons out. 





Tux rrrecr of an assignment or charge relating to a future 
debt came in question in Jones v. Humphreys (decided this week 
by Lord Atversrons, 0.J., and Daruine and Owannatt, JJ.), 


in the county court, 45 Soxrcrrors’ Journnat 532). An assistant 
master at a school, being indebted to the plaintiff in a sum of 
£15, by an instrument in writing assigned to him “so much ” 
of his salary from the defendant (the head master of the school) 
‘* as shall be n snd requisite for payment to you of the 
sum of £22 10s.,” and the plaintiff gave notice of this assign- 
ment to the defendant. Salary amounting to £24 subsequently 
accrued due from the defendant, and the action was brought 
to recover payment of the plaintiff’s debt. Section 25 (6) of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, was of course relied upon in support of 
the claim. The authorities as to the effect of an assignment of 
this nature are not easy to reconcile. In Brice v. Bannister (3 
Q. B. D. 569) it was held by the Court of Appeal that a 
direction by a shipbuilder to the shipowner to pay to the 
aca a specified sum out of the moneys which should 
ecome due under a shipbuilding contract, was a good assign- 
ment of that sum under the 25th section. And it is of course 
settled law that a mortgage of a specified debt in the ordinary 
form of an assignment with a proviso for redemption, is “an 
absolute assignment (not purporting to be by way of charge 
only) ” within the section: see Zancred v. Delagoa Bay Railway 
Co. (23 Q. B. D. 289), Comfort v. Betts (1891, 1 Q. B. 737), 
Durham Brothers vy. Robertson (1898, 1 Q. B. 765). But where 
the interest of the debtor under a contract was assigned “on 
security for the repayment ’”’ of the debt, it was held by the Lord 
Chancellor and A. L. Surrx and Vavuenan Wittiams, L.JJ., in 
Mercantile Bank of London v. Evans (1894,2 Q. B. 613), that 
there was no absolute assignment. It seems clear, on the whole, 
that to come within the section the assignment must be of a 
definite debt or sum, and that it must not be expressed to be 
by way of security only, and it is questionable whether an 
assignment of a part only of an entire debt is within the statute : 
see per Curry, L.J. (1898, 1 Q. B., at p. 774). It is difficult to 
distinguish Jones v.. Humphreys from Mercantile Bank of England 
v. Evans, and there is little doubt that the Divisional Court was 
right in affirming the decision of Judge Lumizy Sure that the 


at best a mere charge and not an absolute assignment within 
section 25. 





THE IMMEDIATE notification of infectious diseases is always a 
matter of supreme importance to the public welfare, and particu- 
larly at the present time, when a serious epidemic of small-pox 
is possible at any time. A recent case before a London magis- 
trate serves both to emphasise the danger which the public may 
run owing to the neglect of that duty, and also the legal limits 
within which that duty can be enforced. It is with the legal 
aspect of the case that we are particularly concerned. The case 
for the prosecution broke down because their evidence, 
although it proved a certain amount of carelessness on 
the part of the medical practitioner, which the magistrate 
emphasized by disallowing him his costs, did not bring 
him within the terms of section 55 of the i 
Health (London) Act, 1891, which, so far as is material, 
provides that “where an inmate of any house . . . is 
suffering from an infectious disease . . every medical 
ractitioner attending on, or called in to visit the patient, shall 
forthwith, on becoming aware that the patient is suffering from 
an infectious disease, . send to the medical officer of 
health of the district a certificate stating . . the infectious 
disease from which, in the opinion of such medical practitioner, 
the patient is suffering.” To bring the accused within the 
terms of this section it is not sufficient to prove that the person 
was in fact suffering from an infectious disease or that the doctor 
ought to have known it. It must be carried further than that, and 
actual knowledge, or at any rate knowledge amounting to a definite 
opinion must be proved. It may very possibly be desirable in the 
public interest that where a doctor has, or if he possessed sufficient 
skill ought to have, reasonable grounds for suspecting infectious 
Hesea he should be obliged to notify the case. But this is not 
the law, and would moreover involve a serious increase in 
the responsibilities of medical practitioners. It might, however, 
be contended with much plausibility that, just as a private 
individual is entitled to assume that a medical man 
reasonable medical skill, so also the public welfare demands 
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profession touches public matters, a doctor should exercise 
reasonable skill. It is, at any rate, unfortunate that at a 
moment like the present the sanitary authorities should be 
discouraged from taking action by a legal decision which 
certainly raises formidable difficulties in their way. 





Tue Tzntu General Annual Report on the Winding-up of 
Companies which has just been issued by the Board of Trade, 
and which covers the results, so far as ascertained, for the year 
1900, does not seem to present any special features. The 
number of new companies registered during the year was 4,510, 
which is nearly the same as the number for the previous year, 
and maintains the level which has prevailed since 1896, when a 
marked increase took place. In the same year (1900) the com- 
panies which went into liquidation were 1,804, and those which 
were removed from the register as being abortive or defunct, 
without liquidation, were 904—a total of 2,708; the net increase 
on the register for the year being thus 1,802. The figures shew 
that the preference for voluntary over other forms of liquida- 
tion is we!l maintained. The number of compulsory liquidations 
was 117; of liquidations under supervision, 38; and of 
voluntary liquidations, 1,649. The results for 1899 were 
practically identical. In the magnitude of the sums involved 
there is fortunately a great reduction in the enormous amounts 
which signalized the liquidations at the beginning of the last 
decade of the nineteenth century. This state of things is 
reflected in the brevity of the remarks which Mr. Jonn Smrrz, 
the Inspector-General in Companies Liquidation, prefixes to the 
details of the winding-up of particular companies and to the 
statistical tables. In his opinion the Act of 1900 has had its 
due effect both in educating the public and in reducing the 
number of unscrupulous and fraudulent promoters. ‘The fact 
would appear to be,” he says, “‘ that the public diclosures and dis- 
cussions of the irregular uses to whicn the Companies Acts aresome- 
times put, that have taken place during the ten years in which 
the Companies (Winding-up) Act has been in operation, have 
tended to educate the public mind and to induce caution in 
dealing with public undertakings, either on their inception or 
during their subsequent career.”” We trust that this surmise 
is well-founded, and cordially endorse Mr. Surru’s hope ‘‘ that 
the annual volume and importance of company insolvency has, 
for the time at least, reached its maximum, and that subsequent 
statistics may shew a return to more normal conditions.” 


Taz Pusuic Libraries Act (1 Edw. 7, c. 19), if not the most 
important of the minor Acts of the late session, is at all events 
in one respect the most interesting. On its very threshold there 
occurs the fiasco of a title which promises more than it performs, 
setting out that one of its objects is “ to regulate the liability of 
managers of libraries to | pe grton for libel,” whereas the Act 
itself contains not a word of any such regulation, thus raising, 
instead of solving, a question of painful interest to librarians 
(see Master v. Trustees of the British Museum, 10 Times L. R. 338) 
whether, and how far, they are liable to be sued for libels contained 
in library books. This curious flaw in the title is, of course, 
attributable to the protection of librarians which the House of 
Lords had granted, being denied by the House of Commons, 
where clauses amended by the help of the Lord Chancellor in 
the House of Lords had been struck out. But why were the 
clauses struck out? We have endeavoured to solve the mystery 
by search in the pages of Hansard. All we can find to throw 
any light upon it is this, which appears in the report of pro- 
ceedings in Committee on the Bill, which took place on the 
3rd of July : 

“The Solicitor-Generl objected to further proceedings, with the observa- 
tion that he had no desire to stop the Bill, but certain matters had been 
submitted to the Law Officers of the Crown and certain advice given 
which necessitated this matter being postponed for a short time.” 











The Lord Chancellor ided at a mee of the Rule Committee of 
the Supreme Court held at the House of Lords on Wednesday, when 
among the memb«re present were: The Lord Chief Justice, the Master of 
the Holls, Sir Francis Jeune, Lord Justice Vaughan Williams, Lord 
Justice Cozens-Hardy, Mr. Justice Channell, Mr. Renshaw, K.C,, and the 
po mal oy — Bn BN cgay A number of important rules were 








COVENANTS RUNNING WITH TIED HOUSES. 


Tue current number of the Chancery Division Law Reports 
contains a report of the judgment of Farwett, J., in Manchester 
Brewery Company v. Coombs (1901, 2 Ch. 608), a case of consider- 
able importance with reference to covenants running with the 
land generally, and in particular with reference to covenants 
affecting ‘‘ tied houses.”” The question whether the benefit of a 
covenant by the lessee of a public house to take beer or other 
liquors from his lessor passes to the assignee of the lessor’s 
business or reversion, was for many years left to be settled in 
accordance with the principles to be gathered from Doe v. Reid 
(10 B. & ©. 849); but recently a series of cases have 
shewn that Doe v. Reid is not to be treated as an authority 
of general application, and though it has not been 
overruled, it is only safe to rely upon it under circumstances 
practically identical with those there before the court. This 
process of qualifying Dos v. Reid seems to have been carried 
appreciably further in the present case. The other point which 
FarweE1, J., has decided relates to the possibility of the benefit 
of a covenant running in favour of the assignee of the reversion 
where there has been no demise under seal, and the doctrine of 
Walsh v. Lonsdale (81 W. R. 109, 21 Ch. D. 9) has been applied 
so as to enable the right of the assignee to specific performance 
of an agreement not under seal to take the place of an actual 
demise. It will be useful to consider the manner in which both 
these points were dealt with. 

When the lessee of a public-house covenants to take beer from 
the lessor, who is then in business as a brewer, it may be the 
intention that the house shall be tied only to that particular 
brewery, or that the benefit of the covenant shall go to assigns 
of the business generally, whether carried on at the same 
brewery or not. It may also result from the words of the 
covenant, though this is not likely to be in the contemplation 
of the parties, that the benefit of the covenant may pass to 
assigns of the reversion, although they are not also assigns of 
the business, and an additional complication is introduced when 
the original brewery business is still carried on by the lessor 
after he has parted with the reversion. These various sets 
of circumstances are illustrated by the cases. In Doe v. Reid 
(supra) the lessors were described as of the A. brewhouse, and 
the lessee covenanted to take from the lessors, their executors, 
administrators, and assigns, or “their successors in their late or 
present trade as brewers,” all such of certain liquors as should 
be brewed by them. The lessors sold their trade and the 
public-house, with other premises, and the purchasers removed 
the plant to another brewery two miles away where they 
carried on business, the original brewery being no longer used 
for that purpose. It was held that the trade carried on by the 
lessors had by these events been determined, and that the 
lessee was no longer bound by the covenant; and the terms in 
which this decision was given seemed to make it a natural 
inference that such a covenant would always come to an end 
upon the removal of the brewery to other premises. ‘I cannot 
understand,” said Lord Tznrzrpen, O.J., ‘what is meant by 
the assignment of a trade generally; and the assignment of & 
trade in a particular place means the goodwill of that trade. To 
that, I think, the covenant in question must be held to apply, 
and [the purchasers] have put an end to the trade whereof the 
goodwill was assigned to them. The covenant, also, must 
therefore be at an end.” Bayxzy, J., was equally explicit: 
‘“‘T am of opinion that the successors of any party in business 
are they who carry on the same business in the same place.” 

But though Doe v. Reid seemed to forbid the possibility of the 
benefit of a covenant to take beer passing to an assignee of the 
reversion in a public-house who did not carry on the brewery on 
the same premises as the original lessor, subsequent cases have 
conclusively shewn that this view is incorrect, and the effect of 
Doe v. Reid has been rigorously restricted to the special 
circumstances of the case a by the lauguage of the particular 
covenant. A decisive step in this direction was taken in Clegg 
v. Hands (38 W. R. 433, 44 Oh. D, 503). There the definition 
clause in a lease of a public-house defined the term “ lessors” 
to include “ assigns,” and the lessee covenanted not to 
deal in, any beer other than that purchased from the lessors. 
At the date of the lease the lessors carried on business a8 
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brewers at the A. brewery, but subsequently they sold this 
brewery with the goodwill, and they conveyed to the purchaser 
the reversion on the lease and expressly assigned to him the 
benefit of the covenant just specified. The original “a 
The 
purchaser did not use the A. brewery, but brewed, as he had 
reviously done, at an adjacent brewery. He was also, as the 


dissolved partnership and ceased to carry on business. 


essors had been, a vendor of beer not of his own brewing 


There was of course one obvious point distinguishing this case 
from Doe v. Reid. There was nothing said in Clegg v. Hands as to 
the benefit of the covenant passing to a “ successor in business.” 
As extended by the definition clause the term “lessor” included 
assigns, and, provided the covenant was one which could 
run with the land, the benefit of it would go generally to 
any assign of the reversion, whether a successor in business 


or not. 


The result is so startling as regards the tenants of tied houses 
that it has naturally been argued that a covenant of this kind 
will not run with the reversion at all, or at any rate will only 
run with the reversion so long as it is in the hands of the owner 
of the original brewery. In Doe v. Reid it seems to have been 


considered by Baytey, J., that the covenant would not run with 
the land. 


Congleton v. Pattison (10 East, 130), does not govern this 
case.” 
be hired to work at the lessee’s mill was held not to run 
with the land. In Clegg v. Hands, however, this objection was 
definitely set aside by the Court of Appeal. The covenant, said 
LinpiEy, L.J., “is a contract relating to the way in 
which the business of the house is to be carried on; 
therefore it is a contract relating to the public-house, just 
as much, in my opinion, as a contract as to the mode 
in which the cultivation of a particular bit of land is to be 
carried on, relates to the land. It affects the value of the rever- 
sion; it affects the house; and, in my opinion, it is a contract 
running with the land.” ‘This result was further supported by 
the fact that there had been an express assignment of the benefit 
of the covenant, and since it was held that the covenant was not 
— in its nature, this in itself entitled the assignee to sue. 

ith respect to the occurrence of the word ‘‘assigns” in the 
covenant in Doe v. Reid, it was pointed out that the word was 
practically limited by the following words to assigns who were 
successors in business, and further, that under the circumstances 
this meant persons who carried on the trade at the particular 
brewery. 

In Birmingham Breweries (Limited) v. Jameson (67 L. J. Ch. 
403), the next case upon the subject, there was both a definition 
clause extending “lessor” to include “ assigns,” and the 
covenant bound the lessee to deal with the lessor or his firm or 
his or their successors in business. The matter was further 
complicated by the fact that the reversion was assigned with- 
out the business, which continued to be carried on by the 
lessor’s firm. The Court of Appeal held, however, that 
the definition clause did not apply to the covenant, so 
that it remained as a covenant binding the lessee only 
to the original lessor or his successors in business, and 
not to assigns of the reversion as such. Hence, as the 
assigns were not also the successors in business, they did 
not take the benefit of the covenant. On the other hand, in the 
present case of Manchester Brewery Co. v. Coombs (supra), the 
severance of the reversion from the business had not occurred. 
The defendant, in 1892, executed under seal an agreement to 
take a hotel as yearly tenant to Broapsents (Limited), and he 
thereby covenanted to purchase all his beer and certain other 
liquors, and also cigars, from the landlords ‘and their successors 
in business.”’ This covenant differed from that in Clegg v. Hands 
in that assigns were not expressly mentionad, while successors in 

iness were. Theomissionof assigns, however, was not material 

hen it is settled that the covenant can run with the land, it is 
tvident that it directly concerns the land, and so will run without 
‘xpress mention of assigns. But a serious question arose whether 
term ‘‘ successors in business’ was to be extended in the 
Manner contended for by the plaintiffs, who had purchased the 


“Tt is not necessary,”’ he observed, ‘‘to say whether 
the covenant in question did or did not run with the land, but I 
think it would be very difficult to shew that the Mayor of 


There a covenant restricting the persons who could 


own business on different premises. According to the principles 
laid down in Doe v. Reid, it is doubtful whether this yrs ah 
a carrying on of the business of the lessors as to entitle the 
plaintiffs to enforce the covenant. 

Once again, however, stress has been laid on the special 
circumstances in Doe v. Reid. There it was possible to construe 
the covenant as being restricted to the taking of beer brewed 
. | by the lessors or their successors in business at the original 
brewery. Here there was no reference in the lease to any 
partic brewery; nor, on its face, did it appear that the 
lessors had any more to do with the brewing of Ser than with 
the manufacture of ci There was simply a clause in 
favour of “ successors in business,” and FarwEtt, J., gave to this 
its natural effect, and extended it to purchasers of the business, 
although they did not carry on the business at the same place, 
It seems to follow from the cases that only under exceptional 
circumstances will a “ tied-house ” covenant cease upon the sale 
of the lessor’s business and its transfer to different premises ; 
though an assignee of the reversion in the tied house, who leaves 
the business in the hands of his assignor, may find that he gets 
the house without the benefit of the covenant. In the ordinary 
case, however, where the business and the reversion are assigned 
together, the benefit of the covenant will follow the business 
even to different premises. But in every case the particular 
words of the covenant have to be carefully considered. The 
other point in the present case, referred to above, which arose 
by reason of the agreement not having been executed by the 
landlords, we must reserve for separate consideration. 








RECENT DECISIONS ON COUNTY COURT 
JURISDICTION AND PRACTICE, 


Tue decisions annually given in the Supreme Court specially 
affecting the county courts are generally, comparatively 
speaking, few in number, and certainly do not indicate in 
any adequate manner the volume and variety of litigation year 
by year absorbed by those courts in respect of their concurrent, 
exclusive, and derivative jurisdiction. Nevertheless, many of 
these decisions are important, and require to be noticed by 
county court practitioners and others. @ propose, therefore, 
in the present article, in accordance with our annual custom, 
shortly to deal with such of them as were given during the 
legal year just expired. It will be found that, as usually 
happens, most of the decisions concern the jurisdiction of the 
county courts, and with these it will be convenient to deal first, 
and then to notice those which relate to the practice of those 
courts. 

The importance of closely adhering to the official form of 
affidavit prescribed by the County Court Rules, where such 
affidavit constitutes in itself a condition precedent to the exercise 
of jurisdiction by the county court judge, is well exemplified by 
three cases to which reference must now be made. In each of 
these three cases it will be noticed that the affidavit objected to 
was required in order to obtain leave to issue a judgment 
summons under order 25 of the County Oourt Rules, 1888. 
In McIntosh v. Simpkins (49 W. R. 241; C. A., 1901, K. B, 487) 
the form of affidavit used was held to be defective, and 
insufficient, therefore, to confer upon the county court judge 
jurisdiction to give the leave asked for, because, though it 
stated that the defendant lived in a house of a yearly value 
mentioned, where he carried on the business of a builder, 
it did not state, in accordance with the prescribed form 
of affidavit (Form 52a, Appendix H, County Court Rules, 
1889), any circumstances shewing that the business was 
profitable or that the judgment debtor was married, and, if 
so, had children. Again, in Lumley v. Osborne (49 W. R. 874; 
1901, 1 K. B, 532), where the affidavit used on an application 
for leave to issue a judgment summons against a partner, 
omitted to disclose the plaintiff’s sources of information and 
grounds of belief that the judgment debtor was a partner, it 
was held that such omission constituted a material part of the 
prescribed form of affidavit (County Oourt Rules, 1889, 
App. H, Form 520), and rendered irregular the issue of the 
judgment summons and all subsequent ings thereon. 
n accordance with these decisions, the Court of Appeal, in 





ess of Broappgnts (Limited) and carried it on with their 


Alderton v. Palliser and Another (49 W. R. 706; 1901, 











a 


46 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Nov. 16, 1401 








2 K. B. 883), have now held, in general terms, that an 
affidavit in support of an application for leave to issue 
a judgment summons must substantially accord with the 
form prescribed by the County Oourt Rules, and that 
if it does not do so, the want of jurisdiction appears on 
the face of the proceedings, and cannot, therefore, be waived. 
Somewhat in contrast (as we venture to think) with what was 
held in the case last referred to, with regard to the inability of 
the parties to waive a want of jurisdiction apparent on the face 
of the proceedings, is the decision of the Divisional Court (Lord 
Atversrong, ©.J., and Lawrance, J.), in Dierkin v. Philpot (49 
W. R. 703 ; 1901, 2 K. B. 380). There an order to remit an 
action of contract to a county court was made, which was clearly 
invalid, because so much of the plaintiff’s claim indorsed on the 
writ as exceeded £100 was not abandoned antil after action 
brought. It was, however, held, that, as the defendant had not 
appealed against such order, the county court judg 
had jurisdiction to try the action, though the invalidity 
of the order was fully apparent from the writ itself. 
It would seem, however, from a case (not cited at the 
bar or on the bench )—namely, 2. v. Stonor (50 L. T. 97), that, 
where, at the trial of a remitted action, it appears that the 
remitting order was wrongly made, the county court judge is 
quite justified in temporarily refusing to try the case, and in 
making a return to the High Court of the special circumstances 
affecting the validity of the order, even though the parties 
themselves may have waived all grounds of objection P aaose 
In this connection, while dealing with county court juris- 
diction, it may be useful to mention here that, according 
to the recent case of Solomon v. Mulliner (1901, 1 K. B. 76), 
it has been held (following Lovejoy v. Cole, 43 W. R. 48; 1894, 
2 Q. B. 861, and disapproving of Golshill v. Clarke, 68 
L. T. 414) that an action “which could have been commenced in a 
county court,” within the meaning of section 116 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, is one of a kind which a county court can 
entertain, though the amount claimed by the plaintiff may 
exceed the limit of county court jurisdiction. 

In Shields, Whitley, and District Amalgamated Model Building 
Society v. Richards (1901, 84 L. T. 587) it was held that where 
a@ mortgage is reduced from over to under £500, the case is 
brought within the equitable jurisdiction of the county court, 
so as to enable a foreclosure action to be retransferred to 
that court from the High Court, under the latter part of 
section 68 of the County Courts Act, 1888. With regard to the 
jurisdiction of the county courts under special statutes, one case 

been decided to which reference must be made—namely, 
Tunbridge Wells (Mayor) v. National Telephone Co. (83 L. T. 525), 
where it was held that the jurisdiction conferred upon the count 
court judge as arbitrator, under sections 3 and 4 of the Telegra 
Act, 1878, cannot be invoked by a company which is merely the 
delegate from the Postmaster-General of statutory powers 
conferred on him. 

The admiralty jurisdiction of the county courts has 
given rise to one decision which may here conveniently be 
noticed. The case referred to is The Swindon (49 W. R. 634). 
There a board of a Coal Trimmers’ Union, called the Trimming 
Committee, came to the conclusion that a ‘certain vessel was, 
according to their bye-laws a ‘‘self-trimmer,” the effect of 
which was to bind her to a certain prescribed tariff rate of the 
board’s. It was, however, held by the county court (and 
affirmed by the Divisional Court) that the question for determin- 
ation was one of law and was within the jurisdiction of the 
county court and not of the Trimmers’ Union. 

The jurisdiction of the county court in interpleader cases was 
considered in Nunn & Co. v. Tyson (1901, 2 K. B. 48), which 
decides that a written claim by a married woman to goods taken 
in execution under the process of the court, and served by her on 
the high bailiff, as a preliminary to interpleader proceedings, is 
he Fane | instituted ” by her within the meaning of section 
2 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. 
¢. 63), and that, therefore, there is jurisdiction for the county 
court Judge to order the costs of the interpleader proceedings, 
incurred by the successful execution creditor, to be paid out of 


The extent of the jurisdiction possessed by the county courts, 
in regard to new trials, was considered in Robinson v. Fawcett 
and Firth (1901, 2 K. B. 325), where it was held that the judge 
has no power on an application for a new trial to enter judgment 
for the applicant. 
Turning next to cases affecting not the jurisdiction of the 
county courts, but other matters, it was held in Willis v. Lovick 
(49 W. R. 540; 1901, 2 K. B. 195) that in an action in the 
county court for commission, the defence that the promise to 
ay the sum claimed was null and void, under section 1 of the 
ier Act, 1892 (55 Vict. c. 9), as being made in respect of a 
gaming and wagering contract, is a statutory defence of which 
notice must be given under ord. 10, rr. 10 and 18a, of the County 
Court Rules, 1889. 
On the ever-important subject of costs two or three decisions 
must now be noticed. That given in Duxbury v. Barlow (1901, 
2K. B. 23) first claims attention. It was there held by the 
Court of Appeal (reversing the decision of GranruaM, J.) that the 
provision contained in ord. 65, r. 12, of the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, making a successful plaintiff's right to costs on the High 
Court scale in actions of contract dependent on his recovery of a 
sum ‘‘ exceeding £50,” is, in cases where several persons are 
joined as defendants (in respect of separate and distinct causes 
of action) to be so construed as to make the plaintifi’s right to 
High Court costs against each defendant depend upon whether 
the plaintiff has obtained judgment against him for a sum 
exceeding £50, and not upon whether the plaintiff recovers in 
his action an aggregate sum exceeding that amount, even 
though his admitted claim against one of the defendants actually 
does exceed £50. Without venturing to question the accuracy 
of this decision, we cannot but fear that its effect will be to 
encourage multiplicity of suits, as, save in cases where the 
plaintiff's claim against cach defendant exceeds £50, it will 
in future hardly be safe for a plaintiff to pursue the course 
prescribed by ord. 16, r. 14, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
and join as defendants in one High Oourt action all persons 
against whom ‘the right to any relief is alleged to exist, whether 
jointly, severally, or in the alternative.” With regard to other 
cases affecting the subject of costs it was held in a case already 
cited in this article for another purpose—namely, in Solomon v. 
Mulliner (ubi supra)\—that a plaintiff in an action of trover, 
who claims a sum exceeding £50, but recovers less 
than £10, is not entitled to costs, as the action was 
one ‘‘which could have been commenced in the county 
court” within the meaning of section 116 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888. With reference to costs in admiralty actions, it was 
held in The Skudenaes (70 L. J. P. 64) that where, in an admiralty 
action, money is paid into the countycourt by the defendant 
unconditionally, and accepted by the plaintiff in satisfaction, the 
plaintiff is entitled to his costs under ord. 394, r. 50a, of the 
County Court Rules, and to have them taxed under column B of 
the County Court Scale, under rule 80 of the same order, unless 
the county court judge otherwise directs, even where the amount 
so recovered is under £2. On the subject of security for costs 
two decisions have been given. In Re Harwood and Abraham 
(1901, 2 K. B. 304, O. A.) it was held that an appeal 
against the decision of a county court judge, upon 
an application for compensation under the Workmen's 
Compensation Act, 1897, is not in the nature of a motioa for & 
new trial, and that the applicant can, therefore, be ordered to 
give security for the costs of the appeal. In Moore v. Pinwich 
(70 L, J. K. B. 471), on the other hand, the general proposition 
was established that the High Court will order security for costs 
to be given of an appeal from a county court where it appears 
that the appellant had disposed of his goods for the purpose of 
avoiding payment of the respondent’s costs. 

With regard to execution in county ceurt actions, it was held in 
Yates v. Torry (49 W. R. 112; 1901, 1 Q. B. 102) that s 
garnishee summons issued by a county court attaches the whole 
of the moneys owing, or accruing due, from the garnishee # 
the judgment debtor, and that an assignment by the judgment 
debtor of the balance of such moneys, over and above the 
amount of the judgment debt, is, therefore, invalid. Mention 





the property of the married woman which is subject to a 
restraint on anticipation, and to enforce payment by the appoint- 
ment of a receiver. 


has already been made above, in dealing with cases touching 
\ ane jurisdiction of the county courts, of the only other recent 
decision on the subject of execution in the county court—namely, 
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Nunn & Co. v. Tyson (wbi supra), where it was held that the 

rty of a married woman which is subject to a restraint on 
anticipation is available for payment of the interpleader costs 
of a successful execution creditor, and that such payment can 
be enforced by the appointment of a receiver. 








REVIEWS. 
RULING CASES. 


Rutinc Oaszes. Arranged, Annotated, and Edited by RoBERT 
CAMPBELL, M.A., of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law, Assisted by 
other Members of the Bar. Wirnh AMERICAN NOTES, by 
LxonarRD A. Jonzs, A.B., LL.B, (Harv.). Judge of the Court of 
Land Registration of Massachusetts. Vor. XXIV: SzARCH- 
WaRRANT—TELEGRAPH. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The importance of this volume of Ruling Cases chiefly depends 
upon the long list of authorities—forty-two m number—wbich have 
been collected to illustrate the title ‘‘Ship.” The list of cross- 
references with which the title is headed shews that this 
collection is by no means intended to cover the whole field 
of law pertaining to maritime matters. Many topics — 
bills of lading, charter-parties, demurrage, for instance—have 
been already dealt with in the appropriate places. The present title 
seems to deal with a residuum of matters which are here collected for 
the purpose of completing the subject. It includes, for instance, 
sections on the property in and management of a ship, and on 
the authority and duties of a master—matters which one would 
naturally look for under this heading; and also sections on general 
average, salvage, and maritime lien, which perhaps would have been 
more conveniently placed under independent titles. The question of 
arrangement, however, will be of secondary importance when the 
series is complete and is supplemented by a index. The 
selection of cases appears to be usefully made. itime lien, for 
instance, includes the well-known case of The Bold Buccleugh (7 Moore 
P. C. 267), in which the principles of the subject were established, and 
The Heinrich Bjorn (11 App. Cas. 270), in which the error. made in the 
earlier case as to coincidence between maritime lien and the action 
in rem was corrected, and the notion that a lien for necessaries hsd 
been introduced by virtue of the proceedings in rem created by 
the Court of Admiralty Acts of 1840 and 1861 was finally lied. 
Other important titles included in the volume are the ‘‘ Settled Land 
Acts ”»—under which the Marquis of Ailesbury’s case (1892, A. ©. 356) 
is given—and ‘‘Solicitor.” The concluding title, ‘‘ Telegraph,” 
re the interesting case of Dickson v. Reuter’s Telegraph Co. (3 

.» P. D. 1) on the liability of a telegraph company for error in the 
transmission of messages. We have frequently expressed our 
appreciation of the utility of the series, an appreciation which grows 
with use. We are glad, therefore, that it is now so near completion. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Conveyancing, Settled Land, and Trustee Acts, and other Recent 
Acts affecting Conveyancing, with Commentaries. By H. J. Hoop, 
M.A., one of the Bankruptcy Registrars of the High Court of Justice ; 
and (the late) H. W. Cuaxis, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sixth Edition. 
By P. H. WHEELER, M.A., B.C.L. ; assisted by J. I. Stmauina, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Son; Reeves & Turner. Price 20s. 


The Principles of Equity, intended for the use of Students and 
of Practitioners. By EpMunp H. T. SNeEtL, Barrister-at-Law. 
Thirteenth Edition. By ARCHIBALD Brown, M.A., B.C.L., ister- 
at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


The Law relating to the Reconstruction and Amalgamation of 
Joint Stock Companies, together with Forms and Precedents. By 
Pau. FREDERICK Smwonson, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Effingham 
Wilson ; Sweet & Maxwell. 


The Lawyer’s Companion and Diary, and London and Provincial 
Law Directory for 1902; with New Stamp Duties, Time Tables of 
the Courts, Index to Practical Statutes, blic Statutes for 1901, 
Tegal Business of the Months, Oaths in Supreme Court, Estate, 

y and Succession Duties, Legal Time, Interest, Discount and 
other Tables, &c, Edited by E, Layman, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Fifty-sixth Annual Issue. Stevens & Sons (Limited); Shaw & Sons. 

from 3s. 6d. to 10s. 6d. 








It is stated that Mr. Justice Jelf, who is at present the Judge in 
bers, will remain in town during the whole of the present sittings 
the place of Mr. Justice Lawrence, pr er on circuit, Ms * 


The Master of the Rolls and Mr. Justice Walton will be invited toa 
Complimentary dinner by the Northern Circuit in celebration of their 
Tecent appointments, and the members of the Oxford Circuit will entertain 
Me. J Jelf at dinner. 


CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE LAND REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—It is the practice of the Land Regi to send with 
certificate a printed covering letter which reads as follows: “ 
beg to forward herewith the documents mentioned in the enclosed 
form of receipt, which if you find it correct, you will please be good 
enough to sign, date, and return.” 

As it was not clear to us whether in signing the receipts we 
might not perhaps years hence be held responsible for the correctness 
of the certificates, we recently deemed it pradent to stamp the receipts 
with a note which reads as follows: ‘‘ The ibility for the 
correctness of the certificates rests, of course, with the registry, as we 
do not accept any responsibility.” : 

We enclose a copy of the correspondence with regard to this note 
which has since between the Land Registry Office and 
ourselves. In view of the heavy fees charged, the registry should 
undoubtedly accept responsibility for their certificates. This, 
however, is not apparently the official view. It is of great importance 
to solicitors to protect themselves from the possibility of claims 
arising out of mistakes made in the Registry Office, and we are 
sending you the correspondence as the matter is obviously one that 
‘should be ventilated. LeGGattT, RuBmInsTEIN, & Co. 

5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, Nov. 12. 

The following is the correspondence referred to : 

[cory.] 


3 and 4, Clement’s-inn, Strand, W.C., 
7th November, 1901. 
Title No. 50,960. 

Gentlemen,—I have shewn the registrar the note made by you on the 
receipt for the land certificate and lease in this case, and am directed 
him to inform you that he does not admit the correctness of the position 
you take up, and to ask you to treat this letter as applying to all future 
cases in which you place a similar note on the receipt for certificates, &c., 
sent from this office.—I am, your obedient servant, 

(Signed) Hue Pottock, Assistant Registrar. 

Messrs. Leggatt, Rubinstein, & Co., 5, Raymond-buildings, 

Gray’s-inn, W.C. 
Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W .C., 
7th November, 1901. 
Title Nos. 46,800, 46,812, 46,951, and 47,315. 

Dear Sirs,—I brought to the notice of the registrar to-day your 
lithographed note at the foot of the receipts for documents in the above 
cases 


I find that Mr. Pollock has already done so in respect of land south of 
the Thames, and I am desired by the registrar to request that you will 
take Mr. Pollock’s letter to you on the subject as ing equally also to 
cases of Jand north of the Thames.—I am, your fai! t 

(Signed) T. 8. Drury, Assistant Registrar. 

Messrs. Leggatt, Rubinstein, & Co., 5, Raymond-buildings, W.C. 

5, Raymond-bu'ldings, Gray’s-inn, W.C., 
8th November, 1901. 
Titles Nos, 46,800, 46,812, 46,951, 47,315, and 50,960. 

Dear Sirs,—In acknowledging on your forms the receipt of the certifi- 
cates in the above cases, we considered ourselves justified in intimating that 
we did not accept any responsibility for the correctness of the c rtificates. 

We have received letters I tego date, respectively signed by Mr. 
T. Drury and Mr. Hugh Pollock, Assistant Registrars, both intimating 
that te do ells the correctness of the position we take up in dis- 

g responribility. 

Will you please let us know if we are to understand from the letters of 
the assistant registrars that, in your view, our clients or we are 
for the correctness of all certificates which you issue and send to us on 
behalf of our clients P— Yours truly, 

Leceatt, Rusresret, & Co. 


The Registrar, Land Registry. 3 aed 4, Clement’s-inn, Strand, W.C 
Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., 


November 9th, 1901. 
Gentlemen.—In reply to your letter of yesterday, [ beg to state that 
I have nothing to add to the of the assistant registrars, which were 
merely intended to prevent (at the commencement of a practice which you 


appear to intend to continue) your inferring from silence that your views 
were accepted. 

Should any question of arise, it would be decided by 
Ge ae, SS ee which are doubtless as well known to 
y as to me.—Your obedient servant, 

(Signed) 0. F. Bricxnara, Registrar. 
Mesars. Leggatt & Rubinstein. 
(See observations under “‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. S.J.) 






























BOOTH’S DISTILLERY ve. JACOBS (ante, p. 4). 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Is it clear that this motion was regular ? 
On the 30th of June, 1887, in the House of Lords, Lord 





moved : ‘‘ That this House shculd direct its judgments to be 
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notified to the divisions of the High Court of Justice and to the 
Court of Appeal which may be affected thereby.” 
He said that the House of Lords had no power to enforce its own 
decrees, and that the parties were put to the unnecessary expense of 
making a motion in the court below in order to have the judgment 
of the House carried into effect. 
The Lord Chancellor (Lord Halsbury) expressed his entire approval 
of the object of the noble and learned lord in making this motion, and 
it was agreed to (31 Soticrrors’ JoURNAL 612). 
8. J. EDWARD HastIncs. 
29, Trinity-square, Borough, 8.E., Nov. 8. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
BARTLETT v. SUTTON & SONS. No.1. 8th Nov. 


Masrgr AND ServANT—OoMPENSATION FOR INjuRY By AccIDENT—STEVEDORE 
—EmrioyMent To Last Onze Day Onty—** AVERAGE WEEKLY Earnincs”’ 
—Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, Scneputz I. (1) (4). 


Appeal from an award of the judge of the Bristol County Court. The 
applicant was a casual stevedore’s labourer. He was engaged for one day 
to assist in discharging a veesel, being employed by the hour, and he met 
with an accident on that day in the course of his employment. The 
amount of wages which he actually earned was 3s. 3d. The question was 
on what basis his average weekly earnings should be calculated. For the 
applicant it was submitted that his average weekly earnings were six times 
3s. 3d.; for the employers that his average weekly earnings were but 
3s. 3d. The county court judge adopted neither of these views, but took 
into consideration what would be the average weekly earnings of such a 
dock labourer, which on the evidence before hira he found to be 18s. He 
accordingly made an award for a weekly payment of 93. The employers 
appealed. 

Tue Covet allowed the appeal. 

Cortins, M.R., said the award of the county court judge could not be 
supported, although in view of the decision of the House of Lords in Lysons 
v. Andrew Knowles § Sons (1901, A. C. 79) the judgment was a logical one. 
He thought that the facts of the case did not bring it within the 
extreme position spoken of by some of the noble and learned lords in that 
case—namely, the position where it could be said that no provision could 
be found in the Act for calculating in the —— case the compensation 
which the Act no doubt intended should be given. The county court 
judge had rejected the contention of both parties. He rejected that of 
the employers on the ground that it was not in accordance with 
the Act, and he rejected that of the applicant on the ground 
that it would result in an illusory award. He had adopted 
what he understood to be the ordinary standard of a dock labourer’s 
wages throughout the year. That way of dealing with the matter seemed 
to involve this fallacy—that the Act permitted an applicant to receive com- 
pensation in respect of loss of wages other than those which he could have 
earned from the same employer. It strack out of the Act the words in 
Schedule I. (1) (4), ‘‘ for any less period duriag which he has been in the 
employment of the same employer.’’ The Legislature did not intend to 

ive full compensation, but only compensation in respect of the loss of not 
Sctner able to be employed by the same employer. It was clear that for 
some reason, not very apparent, the Legislature limited compensation to 
that, although the injury to the man often deprived him of much more. 
In this case there was no presumption that the man would continue to be 
employed by the s:me employers for any period or at any rate of wages, 
But stili the question which they had to ask themselves was, what had the 
man lost by his inability to be employed by the same employers? In this 
case the provision for compensation seemed to be half of what the appli- 
cant earned from the same employer, and it seemed to him that an 
award fora weekly payment of 1s. 8d. was not an illusory award, although 
it was for a amount. The connection which the Act established 
between the workman and the employer must not be lest sight of. 

Sriztmc and Matuew, L.JJ., concurred, and the award was accord- 
ingly reduced to ls. 8d. a week.—Counsert, Ruegg, K.C., and Gregory ; 
Foote, K.C., Clavell Salter, and Minton Senhouse. Sorictrors, W. Hurd § Sons, 
for Fussell § Co., Bristol; Ford & Ford, for Wansbsrough, Diskinson, Robinson, 
$ Taylor, Bristol. 

[Reported by Exsxixe Resp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


McGRATH +. ROBERT NIELL & SONS. No. 1. 8th Nov. 


Mastez ann Servayt—“ Burtprxc waicu Excezps Tuirty Ferrer in 
Heicur ’’—Borrom on Tor oy Foortxo—Wuat Leven such Measune- 
Ment Suovtp Srant From—Worxmen’s Oomrensation Act, 1897, 
8. 7, svR-sEcTION 1. 


This was an appeal by the employers, builders, of Manchester, from the 
decision of the judge of the Manchester County Court in an arbitration 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. ‘The accident to the 
—— happened on a buiiding in cours of erection, the measurement 

which, if taken from the bottom of the footings or from the top of the 
footings came within the Act as a building thirty feet high, but if 
measured from the street level or the basement level would in either case 
fall short of thirty feet. The county court judge held that the proper 
measurement was from the bottom of the footings, and as this measure- 
ment gave a height of 42ft. 2jin., he awarded compensation to the 


measure from was the level of the ground where the foundations, &., 
were covered in. A distinction must be drawn between height and depth, 
It would be inconvenient to dig down below the ground to find out the 
height of a building ; and Halstead v. Thompson § Sons (3 Oourt Sess. Cas, 
(5th series) 668) was referred to. COouncel for the applicant- was not called 


upon. 
Tue Court (Cotxins, M.R., and Srietinc and Maruew, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision of the county court judge and dismissed the appeal with costg, 
—CounseEL, Clavell Salter; McCleary. Sourcrrors, Mackreil, Maton, $ Co, ; 
Chester & Co., for Crofton, Craven, § Worthington, Manchester. 
{Reported by Exsxine Rein, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


MARTIN REEKS v». KYNOCEK (LIM.). No. 1. 8th Nov. 


Master anp Servant—‘‘Sertovs anp Witrut Misconpuct or Work. 
MAN ’’—OonTRIBUTORY NEGLIGENCE—WHERE A SuppEN Imputse Ratner 
THAN Witrut Disopeviencs OavseD THE AccIDENT—WoRKMEN’S Com. 
PENSATION Act, 1897, s. 1, suB-sEcTION 2 (c). 

This was an appeal from an award of the judge of the Birmingham 
County Court. ‘The injured workman was a lad aged 19, and he had been 
in the service of the employers for ten weeks. He was engaged to work at 
a machine used for making slits in screws at the appellants’ factory. The 
slit in a screw was cut by a circular saw revolving at great speed, and this 
kaw was unguarded, though a guard was provided after the accident. By 
some means a screw got out of position and fell on to the table of the 
machine. Reeks, contrary to repeated instructions, tried to take the 
screw away while the machine was in motion and two of his fingers were 
sliced off. The lad sought damages against the company in an action 
under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1888, but the jury return. 
ing a verdict to the effect that the accident had been brought 
about by the boy’s contributory negligence, judgment was entered 
for the defendants. The plaintiff's counsel then asked the county court 
judge to make an award under the Workmen’s Compensation Act. It was 
contended for the employers that the lad had been guilty of serious and 
wilful misconduct within the meaning of section 1, sub-section 2 (c), of that 
Act, and that the injury was attributable to his misconduct. The county 
court judge held that although the lad had been negligent, he had not 
been guilty of serious and wiltul misconduct, and made an award in his 
favour. The employers appealed. 

Tue Court (Cottins, M.&., and Srietrnc and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal with costs, holding that there was evidence before the judge on 
which he could have arrived at his decision. The primé facie inference 
arising on the facts was that the element of wilfulness did not enter at all 
into what the workman had done, but that he acted on a sudden impulse. 
Appeal accordingly di-missed.—CounseL, Stamford Hutton; J. B. Matthews. 
Soricrrors, William Morris, Birmingham ; Ford § Ford, for 4. J. O' Connor, 
Birmingham. 

[Reported by Erskine Be1p, Barnster-at-Law. } 
AYRES v. BUCKERIDGE. WHEATE v. THE RHYMNEY IRON CO. 
(LIM,). No.1. 6th Nov. 


Workmen’s CompensaTtIon—Amount or CompENsATION—AVERAGE 
Weekty Earnivcs—Scueputez I. 


These were two appeals from awards under the Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Act, 1897. In the first case death resulted from tne injuries sustained 
by the workman. In the second case the workman was incapacitated 
for work. The question in each case was how the average weekly 
earnings were to be calculated. In the first case there was an oral 
contract of employment, to the effect that the workman should be 
employed for eleven hours a day for five days in the week, and for five 
hours a day on Saturday, and that he should receive payment at the rate 
of 7}d. per hour. No particular number of weeks was mentioned, and it 
was agreed that the employment might be terminated on either side by an 
hour’s notice. The fatal accident happened at the end of the fourth day’s 
work, the workman having been working in his employment for 44 
hours. The county court judge calculated that, as the contract of 
employment was for sixty hours a week at 7}d. an hour, the average 
weekly earnings were sixty times 7}d.—that is to say, £1 17s. 6d.; and 
he made an award in favour of the workman’s widow, under Schedule 
I. (1) (a) (i), for 156 times that sum—that is to say, for £292 10a, 
The employer appealed, and contended that the average weekly earnings 
ought to be calculated having regard to the time the workman was in 
actual employment, and that they were forty-four times 7}d., or £1 7s. 6d, 
In the second case there was no regular contract of employment, bus the 
workman was engaged to work on a Wednesday at 5s. 2d. a day, and he 
continued to work every day, including Sunday, till the following 
Wednesday, when the accident happened. The amount of wages which 
he received was £2 1s. 4d. The county court judge calculated the average 
weekly earnings to be six times 5s, 2d.—that is, £1 11s.; and he made an 
award under Schedule I (1) (4) for a weekly payment during the work- 
man’s incapacity of half that sum—that 1s, 15s. 6d. The employers 
appealed, and contended that, as the workmam earned £2 1s. 4d, in two 
weeks, his average weekly earnings were £1 0s. 8d, 

Tux Cover (Coiins, M R., and Srimtino and Marurw, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed both appeals. 

Coxiins, M.K., said that in his opinion the county court judge in each 
case had properly applied the rule laid down in Lysons v. Andrew Knowles § 
Sons (1901, a. O. 79). It was now clearly established that it was not 
necessary for a workman to have been in employment for two weeks in 
order to ascertain his average weekly earnings, Tne problem seemed to. 
be to discover what the workman had lost through his inability to continue 
in the service of the employer. In the first of these two cases there was 





spplicent. For the employers it was contended that the proper place to 





an inference that the employment would continue for a week, and the 






TEVEOREREE I 




















Vv. 


Work. 
; RATHER 
n’s Com- 


ningham 
had been 
» work at 
ry. The 
and this 
ant. By 
le of the 
take the 
ers were 
n action 

return- 
brought 

entered 
aty court 
It was 
rious and 
), of that 
e county 
had not 
d in his 


lismissed 
judge on 
inference 
ter at all 
impulse. 
Vatthews. 
0’ Connor, 


N CO. 
RAGE 


mpensa- 
ustained 
pacitated 
. weekly 
an oral 
ould be 
i for five 
the rate 
d, and it 
le by an 
‘th day’s 
t for 44 
itract of 


es which 
) average 
made an 
18 work- 
mployers 
|. in two 


J.) dis- 


e in each 
Knowles § 
was not 
weeks in 


yemed to. 


continue 
here was 
and the 


Nov. 16, 1gor. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 46.] 49 








man’s loss was rightly measured by what he would have earned under the 
contract of employment. In the second case the workman in fact worked 
for a week—that was to say, fora period of seven days, and although that 

was partly in one week and partly in another, that made no differ- 
ence, for the Act contained no reference to a calendar week. 

Srmeiinc and Maruew, L.JJ., concurred.—Counse., Atherley-Jones, K.0., 
and H. Kisch; Bray, K.C., and W. M. Thompson; Ruegg, K.C., and A. 
Bertram ; Atherley-Jones, K.O., Lloyd Morgan, and R. Vaughan Williams. 
Souicrrors, Beyfus ¢ Beyfus ; Griffith & Gardiner ; Percy Becher, for Simons § 
Powell, Pontypridd ; Holt-Beever § Co., for David Evans, Tredegar. 

{Reported by F. G. Ricken, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WILMOTT ». PATON. No.1. 9th Nov. 


Workmen’s Comprensation—Factory—Premises on Wuich MgcuanicaL 
Powrr 1s Usep In Arp or Manvracrurtnc Process—Warenovuss— 
Factory AND Worxsuor Act, 1878, s. 93—Workmen’s ComPENsaTION 
Act, 1897, s. 7. 


This was an appeal from an award of the judge of the Pontypool Oounty 
Court in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, 
The premises of the employer, on which the deceased workman was 
employed, were used for the purpose of breaking up oldiron. The process 
of breaking was performed by raising a heavy weight or hammer by means 
of a machime moved by hand power and letting it fall. A large 

uantity of iron was stored on the premises. The county court judge h 
chat the premises were a ‘‘ factory ’’ within the meaning of section 7 of the 
Workmen’s Oompensation Act, as they came within the definition of 
“factory ’’ in section 93 of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1878, which 
includes any premises wherein any manual labour is exercised by way 
of trade or for purposes of gain in or incidental to (inter alia) the 
adapting for sale of any article, and wherein steam, water, or other 
mechanical power is used in aid of the manufacturing process carried on 
there. He further held that the premises were a ‘‘factory’’ as being a 
“warehouse ’’ within the meaning of section 7 of the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act. He accordingly made an award of compensation in favour 
of the applicant, who was a dependant of the deceased workman. The 
employer appealed, and contended that the county court judge had decided 
wrongly on both points. 

Tue Oovrrt (Cotiins, M.R., and Stirirme and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Ootiins, M.R., said he could not with the county court judge on 
the first point, for this court had already held during the argument in 
the case of Wrigley v. Bagley & Wright (1901,1 Q. B. 480) that the use of 
amachine moved by hand power was not the use of ‘‘ mechanical power.” 
But on the second point he thought the award could be supported, for 
there was evidence to justify the finding that the premises were a ware- 
house. The contention of the employer that a place could not be a ware- 
house unless it was contieuous to water; because the word “‘ warehouse ”’ 
ought to be read as ejusdem generis with dock, wharf, and quay, was 
untenable. 

Srrxtine and Marurew, L.JJ., concurred.—CovunseL, Ruegg, K.C., and 
A. Parsons ; Clavell Salter and Minton-Senhouse. Souicrrors, W. Hurd § 
Son ; Le Brasseur § Oakley, for Le Brasseur ¢ Owen, Pontypool. 


[Reported by F. G. Ricxen, Barrister-at-Law.] 
KNIGHT ». CUBITT & CO. No. 1. 7th Nov. 


Master AND SzrvANt—ComPENsATION For AccipeNtT—Buripine Exceepinc 
Tamry Freer w Heixtr—Partry Watt — Svs-Contract — Work 
ANCILLARY TO Business or ConrractrorR — WorKMEN’s CoMPENSATION 
Act, 1897, s. 7, suB-sxcTion 1. 


Appeal from an award of the deputy-judge of the Brompton County 
Court under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. e applicant 
was the widow of a deceased wor who was killed by an accident 
arising out of and in the course of his employment. Cubitt 
& Oo., who are builders, had entered into a contract with Messrs. 
Woolland to alter two adjoining houses, and for that purpose 
one of the houses had to be demolished and rebuilt. Oubitt 
& Oo. habitually entered into contracts to demolish buildings and 
rebuild them, but they never did the work of demolition themselves, 
always contracting with a skilled man to do this work. Cubitt & Oo. 
secordingly entered intoa sub-contract with one Clements, a housebreaker, 
whereby the latter undertook to demolish the buil . The deceased man 
Was in the employment of Clements, and was killed by an accident while 
‘gaged in the demolition of the building. ‘The building was a 
over thirty feet in height, but at the time of the accident the height was 
teduced to eleven feet. The party wall, however, between the two houses 
temained standing, and it exceeded thirty feet in height. One of the witnesses 
at the hearing stated that he was, at the time of the accident, cutting a 
o of the party wall, and the deceased man was about a foot away from 

- It was contended for Cubitt & Co. first, that section 4 of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, did not apply, as the work of 
demolition was not part of the trade or business of Oubitt & Co., as they 
never undertook that part of the work, but was merely ancillary to 
their trade and business. Pearce v. London and South-Western Railway Co. 
(#8 W. R. 599; 1900, 2 Q. B. 100) was referred to. Secondly, that the 
tmployment at the time of the accident was not on a building exceeding 

feet in height, the building at that time being only eleven feet 

_ Billings v. Holloway (47 W. BR. 105; 1899, 1 Q. B. 70), MeUor v. 

Tomkinson (47 W. R. 240; 1899, 1 Q. B. 374), Rivsom v. Pritchard (1900, 

1Q. B. 800, 48 W. R. Dig 112) were referred so. The county court 

judge decided in favour of the applicant upon both points, and awarded 
her £273. Qubitt & Co. appealed 










































































Be. fo (Cottins, M.R., and Srratine and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
e appeal. 

Cotiis, M.R., said that, with regard to the height of the building, the 
court had only to see whether there was any evidence to support the find- 
ing of the county court judge, that the building exceeded thirty feet in 
height The evidence shewed that the deceased man was, at the time of 
the accident, employed on a building, a substantial part of which—namely, 
the party wall, exceeded thirty feet in height. Therefore there was evidence 
to support the finding. With regard to the other point, the evidence 
shewed that it was part of the business of Oubitt & Co. to con- 
tract to demolish and rebuild houses. For their own convenience they did 
not actually do the work of demolition themselves, but sub-contracted with 
a skilled man to do it. They however undertook the obligation of 
demolishing and rebuilding, and this was their usual course of business, 
and was not purely ancillary to it. Section 4 therefore applied, and they 
were liable to pay compensation. 

Srretivc and Maruew, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Ruegg, K.C., and 
Minton-Senhouse ; Edmond Browne, Sorscrrors, Leighton § Savory ; Pattinson 

Brewer. 
¢ [Reported by W. F. Bazgy, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


PRYCE v. PENRIKYBER NAVIGATION COLLIERY CO. (LIM.). 
12th Nov. 


Master AnD SznvaANT—OCoMPENSATION For AccipentT—"* WHOLLY DerENDENT 
ON HIs Earnincs ’’—Workmen’s CompgnsaTion Act, 1897, Scuep. l, 
Ox. 1 (a) (i). ; 

. Appeal from an award of the judge of the Aberdare County Court in 
proceedings to assess compensation under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897. The applicant was the widow of a workman who was killed by 
an accident arising out of and in the course of hisemployment. The only 

uestion was whether the applicant was ‘‘ wholly dependent”’’ upon the 

} arate | man’s earnings within Schedule I., clause 1 (a) (i.), to the Act. 
The deceased man’s wages were £3 a week, and he died possessed of 
personal property of the value of £190. There was no evidence that this 
sum produced any income during his life, nor was there any evidence that 
there was any other source of income for his or his wife’s maintenance 
except his wages. His widow was his personai representative and took 
out administration to him, and it was admitted that upon his death 
she benefited to the extent of £100 out of £190. ‘Ihe employers 
contended that the widow was not wholly, but only partly dependent 
upon his earnings, as by -his death she became entitled to £100, and that 
the Act meant that a person, to be wholly dependent, must be left 
entirely destitute; and | paid £275 into court. The county court 
judge decided that he co not take the £100 into account in seeing 
whether the applicant was wholly dependent or not. He accordingly 
adjudged her to be wholly dependent and awarded her £300. The 
employers appealed. 

Tue Cover (Conus, M.R., and Srrrtnc and Maruew, L JJ.) dismiesed 
the appeal. 

Cours, M.R., said that in order to see whether a person was wholly 
dependent upon the earnings of « deceased workman, the time to look at 
was the time of the death of the workman. There was no evidence that 
at that time there was any other means of support than the workman’s 
earnings of £3 a week. The fact that she benefited on his death to the 
extent of £100 could not be taken into account. The Act fixed a lump 
sum as payable to a person wholly dependent, and it did so in order to 
shut out all inquiries as to what happened after the death. The county 
court judge was therefore right. 

Srmauixe and Maruew, L.JJ., concurred.—CounsgL, Ruegg, K.C., and 
Anton Bertram; S J. Evans, K.C., and W. D. Benson. Soxtcrrors, H. P. 
Becher, for Vazie Simons, Pontypridd ; Riddell ¢ Co,, for Walter Morgan, 
Bruce, § Nicholas, Pontypridd 

(Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re WILLIS. WILLIS v. WILLIS. No. 2. 5th Nov. 


Serriep Lanp—Mansion-Hovuss—Rgparrs—SaLvaGE—JURISDICTION TO 
Sancrion ExpenpiturE By Trustees Ovr or Caprrat. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. By his will dated 
the 18th of December, 1895, a testator, who died in 1899, appointed 
executors and trustees and devised his freehold mansion-house at R., and 
all other his real property at R., unto and to the use of the trustees in fee 
simple upon trust for bis sister, so long as she should remain a spinster 
subject to a condition that she should keep the premises substantially in 
the state of re in which she found them at his death, and after the 
death or of his sister, in trust for his nephew during his life, he 
keeping the premises in such state of repair as aforesaid, with remainder 
in trust for his first and other sons in tail, with remainders over in 
default of issue, And after di certain freehold houses in T. 
to his trustees in trust for sale, he bequeathed a sum of £80,000 to 
his trustees to invest and hold and also the of sale of the 
houses at T. u trusts corresponding to those of the house at R., 
and he di his trustees to hold his residuary personal estate 
upon similar trusts. The will contained powers to manage, let 
and repair the T. houses, but not as to the house at R. On 
the death of the testator the sister entered into possession as the first 
tenant for life. At that time the house was in a general state of 
disrepair, and the question arose whether the money for the repairs 
coul Lage ge Ad way tes Se see of the legacy of 
£80,000, the proceeds of sale of the T. houses the residuary personal 
estate, or whether the burden of such should be borne by the 
tenant for life in a. The qu was raised by ori 
summons taken out by the . Kekewich, J., held that any e 
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ture by the trustees out of capital must be restricted to ‘ salvage ’’—that 
is, preservation—and could not be extended to repairs not necessary for 
preservation, and that the evidence shewed that the works contemplated 
were for the most part repairs in the ordinary sense of the word. He 
accordingly refused the application. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Covert (VaveHan WituiaMs, Romer, and Oozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal, and said it was conceded that this application could 
not be justified under the Settled Land Act. Where, then, was the juris- 
diction to grant it to be found? This was a case where the trustees were 
the persons legally entitled. They had a bare legal estate without any 
duties to perform. It was conceded that there was no general jurisdiction 
to make the order asked for ; but it was said that the court had a general 
jurisdiction to authorize expenditure out of capital for the purpose of 
salving the property. The answer to that was that their lordships 
were not satisfied that this was a case of salvage. By the terms 
of the will there was an obligation on each tenant for life in tum 
to keep the property in repair. Therefore it was difficult to see how 
there could be any case of salvage if the tenants for life did their 
duty. The rule laid down by Chitty, J., in Re De Teissier’s Settled Estates 
(1893, 1 Oh., p. 165), was a most useful one, and applied to this case. 
He said: “‘If I were to accede to this application I foresee in all 
cases where a testator leaves a dilapidated mansion-house that there 
would be first an application by the tenant for life to see what he could 
get under the Settled Land Acts, and then failing to obtain all he wished 
for under that jurisdiction, he would apply in this ingenious manner to 
what is called the general jurisdiction of the court. The Settled Land 
Acts, whether they do or do not exclude the application of any of the 
doctrines of this general jurisdiction, at any rate afford a guide to the 
court and are of assistance to the court in arriving at a proper conclusion. 
Oonfessedly the things asked for on this summons cannot be done under 
the Settled Land Act, and unless the court is firm in a matter such as this 
the court will be flooded with similar applications.’’—CounsEL, Renshaw, 
K.C., and Methold; Warrington, K.C., and E. 8. Ford, Souicrrors, 
Crossman, Prichard, Crossman, & Block. 

[Reported by 8, E, Wii114ms, Barrister-at-Law.] 


WARREN v. BROWN. No. 2. 13th Nov. 


Licut ~Parscription—Extent or RicutT—Licut ror Orpixary Purposss 
—Tsave Requietne Exrraorpinary Decree or Licur. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Wright, J. (reported 49 W. R. 
206 ; 1900, 2 Q. B. 722). The plaintiffsin this action claimed an injunction 
and damages in respect of a dimunition of light coming to the plaintiffs’ 
factory caused by a building recently erected by the defendant. The 
plaintiffs were the owners and the tenants of a factory at Leicester, built 
in the year 1860, and containing windows which, until the erection of the 
defendant’s building, enjoyed an access of light in greater quantity than 
Was necessary for ordinary purposes. Until the year 1884 the factory was 
used for the manufacture of boots and shoes, which requires only an ordinary 
amount of light ; but after that year it was used for the manufacture of 
hosiery, which requires an extraordinary amount of light. The defendant’s 
building was erected in 1899 and diminished the access of light to the 
plaintiffs’ windows, but still permitted the access of sufficient light for 
ordinary purpcses. Wright, J., held that the plaintiffs, having sufficient 
light left for ail ordinary purposes of inhabitancy or business, were not 
entitled to relief on the ground that their extraordinary access of light had 
been interfered with. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tuz Cover (Lord Atverstonz, O.J., and Vavenan Wiiiams and 
Romer, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. They said Wright, J , had found that 
the light had been substantially interfered with, but he also found that 
sufficient light had been left for all ordinary purposes, and on these 
findings gave judgment for the defendant. The learned judge seemed to 
think that there was a standard of light, but that view, in their lordship;’ 
opinion, was erroneous. The point in the present case had been dealt with 
in Keik v. Pearson (lu. B. 6 Ch. 809), where Mellish, L.J., said: *‘ [cannot 
think that it is possible for the law to say that there is a certain quantity 
of light which a man is entitled to and which is sufficient for him, and 
that the question is whether he has been deprived of that quantity of 
light. It appears to me that it is utterly impossible-to make any rule or 

{ any measure of that kind. It is essentially a question of comparison 
whether by reason of ivation of light the house is substantially less 
comfortable than it was before.”” That was an accurate statement of the 
Jaw, and had been followed in other cases. The opposite views of Malins, 
V.C., were not sound. The plaintiff was therefore entitled to relief, and 
the appeal would be allowed.—Counset, Hugo Young, K.C., and W. H. 
Sterenson ; Warmington, K.C., and Neilson. Souicrtors, Law § Worssam, for 
R. H. Buckby, Leicester; J. A. Collins, tor J. ¢ 8S. Harris, Leicester. 


[Reported by 8. EZ. Witi1ams, Barrister-at-Law. } 
Re HERBERT REEVES & CO. 6th Nov. 


Puscrice—Arrzat—Svmmons vor Dexivery or Brit oy Costs—Onver ox 
Summons—Fina, Onper. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., refusing an amie 
tion made by ori ting summons b; Go eppeiiant, 0. B. Bantngvn, 
that the respondents, Mesers. Herbert es & Oo, might be ordered to 
deliver « bill of costs, and for taxation thereof. Leave to appeal, if 


No, 2. 


necessary, was given, and notice of » ee ono ks ae trom | gift 


an tory order. Un the appeal coming on to be heard, a preliminary 
objection was taken that the appeal was from a final order and not from 
an interlocutory one. 

Tur Cover (Vavonan Wusiams, Romen, and Oozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the objection. 





Vavenan Wituams, L.J.—I am of opinion that the objection which hag 
been taken is a good objection, and that the order which has been made on 
the summons is a final order. The question which is raised by the 
originating summons, is whether the oe has a right to delivery of 9 
bill of costs and taxation. The question, therefore, is finally decided ong 
way or the other, whatever order is made on the summons. If the order ig 
that the summons do stand dismissed, there is a final determination that 
the client has no right, under the Solicitors Act, to delivery of a bill of 
costs. If, on the other hand, the order is made for delivery of a bill of 
costs and for taxation, that equally disposes of the question. Itis suggested 
that in the latter case the order is not final, but it is really plain that the 
mere fact that there may be inquiries to be carried out after the order has 
been made doés not prevent the order from being final. For instance, in a 
redemption action there are inquiries which have to be made after the 
judgment. Under these circumstances, it seems to me that the objection 
that this is not an interlocutory appeal is —_ objection. 

Romer, L.J.—I agree. I will only add this: When you have an 
originating summons, in order to see whether an order made in that pro- 
ceeding is final or not, you ought to consider what is the object of the 
proceeding as a matter of substance, and then what was the matter which 
imported litigation into the proceeding. Now, what is the matter ia 
dispute here? On the one hand there was a claim for delivery ot a bill of 
costs, and the solicitor opposed the claim—that in substance was the 
matter in litigation between the parties. The order actually made wai 
that application should be dismissed. But suppose it had been the other 
way and bad been in favour of the applicant, it would equally have dis- 
posed of the matters in dispute. That being so, followmg Salaman vy. 
Warner (39 W. R. 547; 1891, 1 Q. B. 734), I think this order was final. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J.—I agree. I will only add that an order is none 
the less final because it does not the settle the amount due.—Counsz, 
P. 0. Lawrence, K.C., and B. A. Hall; Buckmaster. So.icrron, Herbert 


Reeves § Co. ; Godfrey § Wedd. 
[Reported by J. I. Sriz.ixa, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re RICHARDS. UGLOW v. RICHARDS. Farwell, J. 13th Nov. 


Wiut1—Oonsrruction—Powrr Surerappep To A Lire Inrerest—Lnsvr- 
FICIENCY OF INcomME—TENANT FOR Lirg—REMAINDERMAN. 


Adjourned summons. By his will dated the 9th of July, 1898, Richard 
Richards, retired miner, who died on the 12th of August, 1900, gave the 
income of all his real and personal estate to his wife, Jane Richards, for 
her life, and also directed that, ‘‘in case such income shall not be sufficient, 
she is to use such portion of my said real and personal estate as she may deom 
expedient,’ aud that on her decease what was leit of his real and personal 
estate should be divided in shares among named residuary legatees. The 
testator’s estate consisted of sums amounting to over £3,000, deposited at 
a bank at the time of his death in the joint names of himself and his wife. 
Shortly after his death his widow had caused the said sums to be trans- 
ferred into her own name, and, having subsequently withdrawn them, now 
refused to account for them, but claimed them as her absolute property. 
This summons was therefore taken out by an executor of the will, who 
was also one of the residuary legatees, to have it determined whether 
the said sums formed part of the testator’s estate or were the absolute 
property of the widow. For the plaintiff it was submitted that all that 
the defendant (the widow) could have at the outside was the income 
supplemented by so much of the capital as would provide her wich a maiu- 
tenance suitable to her station in life (Re Pedrotti's Well, 27 Beav. 583); 
that £1 a week was the sum so suitable; and that the residuary legatees 
were entitled to a declaration that she was not entitled to come upon the 
capital except for the sum which would make up that needed for her 
maintenance. For the defendant it was contended that Re Pedrotti's Will, 
which was an old case, and did not lay down a principle, was also dis- 
tinguishable, not having the words ‘‘ as she may deem expedient,” found 
here; that on the true construction of this will the defendant had a general 
power of appointment over the capital. 

Farwett, J., eaid that the only question which caused him difficulty was 
whether he was bound by Re Pedrotti’s Will (ubi supra). But he had come 
to the conclusion that the words were dfferent in the two cases, and that 
here there was a gift with a general power of appointment. In 2% 
Pedrotti’s Will the testator bequeathed the income of his resiaus to his 
widow for life, desiring that ‘‘in case anything should occur that her 
income is not sufficient, she shall be at liberty to go to the principal. 
In the present case the words were ‘‘to use such portion as she may deem 
expedient.’’ In Re Pedrotti’s Will (wbi supra) there was no such guide, and 
the court adjudicated by hol that it meant an amount for maintenance 
suitable to the donee’s station in life and gi it accordingly. It was thus 
held impliedly that she had not got a gene wer of ————— But 
hereh is lordship thought tbat she had such a power, the distinction being 
made by the words ‘‘ as she may deem ex; t.’” it was left to her to fix 
tho amount, 60 that if cho desmed henpes t to off totes Seems che ea 
@ general power of a tment over the corpus. ere were cases whicl 
shewed that ‘th A gee used were words of contingency, yet the 
could be to be dependent on the will of the donee 
and not on the contingency. His lordship accordingly declared 
that upon the true construction of the will the defendant Jane Richards 


was entitled to oqeut power of appointment by deed or writing d 
her lifetime over the ca a 4 real and 


of the vestator’s 
estate in addition to a for life of the income thereof, and that the 


Nov. 16, 1901, 







Pargean 





e 


EB _ SFESUSSsSeSRRSE Ere 









THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 46.) $t 





















1901. Nov. 16, 1901. 
| d ther with h her absol 
which mentioned, together with interest thereon, were her absolute pro- : . aw 
bene te ee oument, J: Austen-Cartnell ; WH. Oeans-Hardy ; 0. E. B. Jendine, High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
d by the C., and Ashton Cross. Soxicrrorns, Robbins, Billing, ¢ Co., for Marrack, ‘ 
ney: of a Neldcr, $ Hoskin, Truro; Kingsford, Dorman, § Co., tor E. Lawrence Carlyon, REX v. TIBBITS AND ANOTHER. C.C.R. 28th Oct. ; 9th Nov. 
cided one Truro. Criminan Law—‘‘ Orme Investicator’’—SensationaL Articues Pvus- 
1e order is RS Oe eh Oy ens LISHED IN A NewsParerR ReregRING To THE ANTECBDENTS OF Patsoneas 
ae Re FORD. FORD v. FORD. Buckley, J. 6th Nov Awarrinc ‘TR1AL—Press Consprracy —Mispameanour. 
, ’ , - fF 
a bill of 2 se ial This was a case stated for the opinion of the court by Kennedy, J. At 
cnapnll ApurnisTR ATION—Next-or-Kin—Sratvte OF DistRIBvTIONS (22 & 23 Cu. | the last Bristol Assizes the wheels Charles John Tibbits, editor of the 
n that the 2, c. 10), s, 5—Apvancement—Inorerative WILL. Weekly Dispatch, and Charles Windust, described as a “ crime investigator,”’ 
order has Adjourned summons. The testator in this case devised and bequeathed | of the ‘same journal, were indicted for an alleged attempt to i the 
ance, in a all his real and personal estate to his wife absolutely, and he appointed | course of justice in the Allport and Chappell cruelty to c case. 
after the her his sole executrix. This constituted the whole will. He died in Septem- | Windus supplied, and Tibbits inserted in his newspaper, information 
objection ber, 1900, having survived his wife, who died in 1892. Letters of adminis- | concerning the antevedents of the prisoners, which was held to be of such 
tration to his estate with the will aunexed were granted to the two/|a character as to interfere with and obstract the ordinary course 

have an defendants. Thetestator left several children, to some of whom he had | of justice. They were found guilty by the jury, but Kennedy, 
that pro- made advances in his lifetime. This summons was taken out for the |J., released the prisoners on recognizances the decision of 
ct of the administration of the estate, and for the determination of the question | this court on the points reserved. ‘ne following statement, contain- 
iter which whether in the distribution of the residuary estate the persons entitled to | ing a summary of the ulars of the indictment, is taken from 
matter in share ought to bring any advances made to them int» hotchpot. It was | the judgment of the court: Count 1 alleged that the accused unlawfally 
t a bill of contended on behalf of two of the children that according to the cises of | attempted by the composition and publication of the statements contained 
was the Vachell v. Jeffereys (Prec. Chan. 170), Wheeler v. Sheer (Mos. 288, 301), | in the issue of the 13ta of January to influence and prejudice the mind 
made wai Cowper v. Scott (3 P. Wms. 119, 124), Walton v. Walton (14 Ves. 319), and | of the magistrate before whom the charge against Aliport and Chappell 
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Edwards v. Freeman (2 P. Wms. 301), the provision of the Stutute of 
Distributions (22 & 23 Oh. 2, c. 10),8 5, as to advances being brougat into 
hotchpot did not apply, as this was a case of a partial intestacy, there being 
an appointment of un executor, and consequently the creation of a trust for 
the next-of-kin which the court would not allow to fail, and that the above 
cases shewed that the statute only applied to total intestacy. 

Bucxizy, J.—In all the cases cited the executor had survived the testator, 
and there was also some disposition of the beneficial interest. That is not 
the case here. Even if I should treat the executor dying in the te:tator’s 
lifetime as a trustee upon whose conscience a trust was imposed, so that 
the court would not permit the trust to fail, he would be a trustee for the 
next-of-kin according to the provisions of the Statute of Distributions. In 
Stewart v. Stewart (29 W. R. 275, L. R. 15 Ch. D. 539) Sir George Jessel 
said that the law now is different from what it was supposed to be in Sir W. 
Grant’s time, when it was supposed that the advancement clause of the 
statute did not apply to cases of partial intestacy. There is no executor in 
this case, and administration cum testamento annexo, and section 9 of the 
Statute of Distributions expreesly applies to it. The exact question which 
has arisen here was decided in the Irish case of Harte v. Meredith (13 L. K. 
(Ir.) Ch. D. 34), where it was held that there was an intestacy, aud 
that the provisions of the statute applied, and the advances must be 
brought into hotchpot. I find nothing in that decision to differ from, and 
I shall follow it.—Oounse., H. Terrell. K.0., and James Wood; Astbury, 
K.C., and Gatey; Ingpen, K.O., and Brodie Cooper. Soxricirors, Ford § Co. ; 
Rowcliffes, Rawle, ¢ Co. ; Carr, Scott, Smith, § Gorringe. 

[Reported by Nevittz Tszsvurt, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re JOPLIN’S BREWERY CO. (LIM). Buckley, J. 25th and 29th Oct. 


Practice—Company—Morreace Drsenrurrs—REGISTRATION—EXTENSION 
or Time—Form or Onper—Companizes Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vicr. 
c. 48), s. 15. 


Certain second and third mortgage debentures of this company not 
having been registered within the me allowed by section 14 of the Com- 
panies Act, 1900, an application was made for an extension of the time for 
regi:tration under section 15 of the Act. 

Bucxizy, J.—Section 14 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, enables a judge, 
on being satisfied that the omission to register a bill of sale was due to 
inadvertence, to extend tho time for registration on such terms and 
conditions as he thinks fit. It has been the practice at judges’ chambers 
for years in making orders under this section to introduce the words * but 
this order is to be without prejudice to the rights of parties acquired prior 
to the time when the bill of sale is actually registered,’’ and these orders 
are made as of course, for the reason that bv the insertion of these 
words the rights of absent parties are not affected. The application 
before me on Friday last was made under section 15 of the 
Companies Act, 1900, which is a provision of similar effect to section 14 
of the Bills of sale Act, 1878. The language of the former section 
is somewhat wider than that of the latter, but the variation makes no 
difference with regard to the point with which 1 am dealing. Under 
section 15 of the Companies Act, 1900, a security if not registered within 
& certain time is void against the creditors of the company. These applica- 
tions for an extension of time for registration are made without serving 
the creditors, and the order ought to be drawn up so as to eave the rights 


of persons who have become creditors of the company before registration 
is effected, just as is done in the case of orders under section 14 of the 


ills of Sale Act, I therefore direct that there shall be added to this 
order, the words, ‘‘ but this order is to be without prejudice to the rights of 


‘parties acquired prior to the time when the [security in question] shall be 


actually registered.’’ In my opinion these words should be inserced in all 
orders of this kind, except where there is good ground to the contrary, as 
where the ces are such that the creditors cannot be prejudiced. 
nag A, L, Sillis. Boxtcrrons, L, W. Byrne, tor G. N, Joplin, 

verpool. 

N.b.—In making a similar order on the 8th of November, his lordship 
taid that, in adding the above words, he was following the practice of 
Lord Alverstone, O.J., during the Long Vacation. 


. (Reported by Nevitix Txsaurt, Barrister-at-Law.} 
















was pending, and so unlawfully attempted to obstruct and pervers the 
due course of law and justice. Count 2, in regard to the same publication, 
alleged the same offence by a similar attempt to influence, by the 
‘same publication, the minds of the jurors wao might be returned 
and impanelled for the trial of allport and Onappell at the 
assizes. Count 3 charged, in regard to tne same publication, the doing 
knowingly and unlawfully of au act calculated and tending to obstruct 
and pervert the due course of law and justice when Allport and Chappell’s 
care was before the magistrate. Count 4 was identical with Count 3, 
except that it related to the trial of Allport and Coappell at the assizes. 
Count 5 charged, with regard to the same publication, that the defendants, 
unlawfully devising and intendivg to injure and prejudice Allport and 
Chappell and to deprive them of a fair and impartial nearing before the 
magistrate, unlawfully, wilfully, and maliciously printed and published and 
procured to be printed and published a malicious and ecandalous writing. 
Count 6 was identical with Uount 5, except that it related to the trial of 
Allport and Ohappell at the assizes, Counts 7-12 (inclasive), in substance, 
repeated, in regard to the issue of the Weekly Dispatch of the 3rd of February, 
the same charges as were contained in Counts 1-6 in regard to the issue of 
the 13tn of January. There isan additional prefatory averment of the pre- 
ferring on the 17th of February of a further charge against Allport and 
Chappell of attempting to murder Arthur Bertie Allport, and in Uounts 11 
and 12 is added a charge as to the publication in the incriminated article 
of a ecancalous representation of Allport in clerical garb. Oount 13 
al.eges an unlawful conspiracy between Tibbits and Windust on the 9th 
of January, 1901, and on divers other days between that day and the 14th 
of January, 1901, to obstruct and pervert the due course of the law and 
justice in reference to the hearing before the magistrate. Count 14 alleges 
the same unlawful conspiracy in reference tothe trial of Allport and Chappell 
at the assizes. Count 15, after prefatory averments relating to the turther 
charges against Allport and Chappell, alleges the conspiracy on the %h 
of January, 1901, and on divers days between that day and the 4th of 
March, 1901, setting out the dates of publication, in reference to the 
hearing before the magistrate and to the trial at the a:sizes. Count 16, in 
regard to the same dates of publications, alleges an unlawful conspiracy to 
compose, print, and publish articles which were calculated and intended to 
prejudice the minds of the committing magistrate and the jurors at the 
trial, and so to prevent and obstruct the due course of law and justice. 
Cur. adv. vult. 

‘f'uE Court (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Wiixs, Granruam, Kennepy, and 
Ripuey, JJ.) affirmed the conviction. 

Nov. 9.—Lord Atvarstonz, OJ., said the court had come 
to the conclusion that the evidence brought the incriminated 
articles within the ca of a misdemeanour. They also thought that 
intent could be inferred from the articles themselves and the circumstances 
under which they were published. The fact that Allport and Chappell were 
subsequently convicted could have no weight on their decision of the ques- 
tion vbetore them. They thougnt there was evidence that both Windust 
and Tibbits were parvies to and concerned in the publication, and taere 
was evidence which might properly go to the jury from which they might 
araw the conclusion tnat tae dants combined for the purpose of 
publishing the articles.—Oounssn, Zhe Solicitor-General, H. Sutton, C. 
Mathews, and Guy Stephenson, for the Crown ; Alderton Foote, K C., and Evans 
Austin, for defeudauts. Soxrcrrors, The Svicitor to the Treasury ; Meller, 
Smith, § May. 

(Reported by Easkixe Reip, Barrister-at-Law.! 


MAYHEW v,. SUTTON. Div. Court. 9th Nov. 


Hicuway—Locomotivs—Moror-Car—Excussivs Spszsp—Daiven “ ro THE 
Common Danese or Passencrrs ”—Locomorives on Hieuways Act, 1896 
(59 & 60 Vict. co. 36), s. 4—Lieut Locomottvas on Hiehways URDER, 1896, 
Appeal by Mark Mayhew from a conviction the justices at 

Iver, Buckinghamshire. ‘The conviction was =a, the Light sacteatiiee 

on Highways Order, 1896, which was made by the Local 

Board under section 4 of the Locomotives on ways Act, 1896, and 

which prescribed that no jJight, locomotive sh be driven “to the 

common of passengers.’’ The stated a case, in which 
they set out the information that, on the 28th of April last, 


the appellant, being a person driving a light locomotive on a highway in 
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the parish of Denham, called the Oxford-road, unlawfully drove his motor- 
car to the common danger of passengers, contrary to the Locomotives on 
Highways Act, Police-constable Psyne stated at the hearing that about 
7 p.m. on that day, which was a Sunday, he was on duty at Denham, and 
saw @ motor-car coming down Red Hill at a terrific pace. He walked 
into the centre of the road and held up both arms, and when the car 
came round the corner, about 340 yards from where he stood, the driver 
could see him, and drove straight up to him, and he just had time to step 
on one side when the car passed him, and the driver brought the car to a 
standstill sixty yards away from where he passed him. The driver was, 
he said, the appellant. No evidence was given before the magistrates 
that at the time in question there were any passengers or passenger on 
the highway, or that any passenger was endangered. No further 
evidence was given for the prosecution, and on behalf of the appellant, 
Mr. Mark Mayhew, it was contended that, in the absence of affirmative 
evidence that at the time in question there were passengers on the high- 
way who were endangered by reason of the speed at which the motor-car 
was bemg driven, the offence charged was not made out, and the appellant 
could not be convicted. It was also urged that, in order to convict the 
appellant of the offence charged, the prosecution must prove that at the 
time in question there were passengers upon the highway, and that they 
were endangered. There was also no evidence on behalf of the appellant, 
and the magistrates found that he was driving his motor-car to the common 
danger of passengers, and that his contention was not well founded on law. 
They therefore convicted appellant and fined him 10s. and 8s. 6d. costs. 
In support of the appeal it was argued that the prosecutor must prove 
that there were pasrengers on the highway, and that the motor-car was 
driven to theircommon danger. The appellant might perhaps have been 
charged and convicted under other portions of the regulations of the Local 
Government Board made in pursuance of the Locomotives on Highways 
Act for going at an excessive speed. The prosecution must prove their 
case, and as no passsenger was on the highway at the time except the 
police-constable, and he was not endangered, counsel submitted they had 
tailed todo so. Stimson v. Browning (30 L. J. M. C. 152), Hill v. Somerset 
(51 J. P. 742). and Smith v. Boon (17 The Times Law Reports 472) were 
cited. No one appeared for the respondent. 

Tue Covrt dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonz, OC J., said it had been held in Smith v. Boon that under 
the first part of the regulation in question it was not necessary that any 
other vehicle should be in motion at the moment, and that the justices 
could convict, having regard to the traffic which used the highway. It 
was now attempted to be said that the same rule was not to be appiied to 
the words ‘‘ to the common danger of passengers.’’ They had nothing to 
do in the caste with the question of whether these regulations should or 
should not be amended, upon which point a great deal of the argument of 
the learned counsel would be useful. What they had to du was to enforce 
the law, and these regulations were the law. He thought a consideration 
of the rule under discussion really shewed that, at any rate, the justices 
upon evidence before them of a high rate of speed, might say that such a 
high rate of speed was to the common danger of pas:engers, though no 
particular passenger was shewn to have run out of the way or to have fled 
for his life, or to have taken steps to avoid being run down. On the 
uncontradicted evidence it was open for the justices to say that in this case 
the driving was to the common danger. 

Dariie and Cuannz.t, JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—CounseL, 
Roger Wallace, K.C., and Fleming. Soxscrrors, Firth § Co. 

[ Reported by Easxixz Resp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HOPKINS v. McBRIDE. Div. Court. 9th Nov. 


Suir anv Suivprinc—Os.ication or Sramen Unper Anrticites—Sxiv 
Srreuck A Reer—Pxromisz or Bonus To Men iF THEY NavicaTep Suir 
Home—Sure Ketvrnep i Sarety—Nor in Fact Renperep Unsea- 
WORTHY BY AccIDENT—AcTION To Enronce ]NCREASED WAGES. 


Case stated by justices of West Hartlepool, raising the question whether an 
agreement entered into by the captain of the steamship Tymeric to pay his 
seamen additional remuneration in consideration of their agreeing tc navigate 
the vessel home from Capetown, after it had struck upon a reef near Port 
Elizabeth, was binding. The crew were under articles for the outward and 
homeward voyage, but after the vessel had been injured they demanded a 
bonus of £14 each for the return voyage. The captain cried to get another 
crew, but being unable to do so he agreed to give the additional remunera- 
tion. The crew navigated the veesel home accordingly to West Hartlepool, 
wheae they were offered a bonus of £4, which they retused, claiming £14 each 
under the agreement. The magistrate held the agreement was not binding, 
there being no consideration tor the promise as the vessel was not unsca- 
worthy. From that decision the appeal was brought, the real question being 
whether there was reasonable apprehension of unseaworthiness. For the 
respondent it was contended that the ceaman must prove that some risk 
was in the mind of both parties when the agreement was entered into. 
The courts bad often held that euch agreements were not binding on the 
owners. The question was whether the ship was in such a condition that 
the crew were not bound to re-embark. The case found no such risk in 
this instance. Harris v. Carter (23 L. J. Q. B. 295) and Hartley v. Pensonby 


(26 L. J. Q. B. 322) were cited, but in both those cases the alleged- 


ungeaworthiness of the ship was apparent. In the latter case it was held 

that the seamen were not bound to proceed on the voyage as it involved 

risk of life, and that the promise on the captain’s part was therefore 
on him. 

Atveustonz, O.J., in giving judgment, eaid he had come to the 
conclusion on the facts found that the egreement could not be enforced. 
For. upwards cof a hundred years there had been a principle of law that 
such contracts made by eeamen were not binding unless the circumstances 
‘were such as to justify them in saying the articles were at an end. He 








thought, broadly, a seaman who was seeking to insist on a fresh contract 
for wages during the same voyage must find himself in a set of circum. 
stances in which he could justify the breaking of his articles. In this caseit 
was found the vessel was in fact seawor' hy, that the appellant performed only 
his usual duties of ssaman, and incurred no unusual risk or danger to his life, 
No sufficient reason was given to justify the appellantin breaking his articles, 
That being so, the appellant was bound by his articles, and his contract 
for extra remuneration came under that class of contracts which had, over 
and over again, been held not to be binding. It was said that there was 
some evidence that the men proposed to go before the shipping master and 
lodge a complaint if terms were not made with them, and that this was 
sufficient consideration. He intimated that a seaman might enforce such 
a contract if it was in his power to detain the ship, but that was not raised 
in the present case. 

Daruine and CHannetL, JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Counsz1, 
Gregory; Simey. Soxrtcrrors, Holman, Birdwood, § Co.; C. H. Dodd, 
for J. J. Dodd, West Hartlepool. 


(Reported by Exsxinz Reip, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SOAMES v. NICHOLSON AND WIFE. Div. Court. 12th Nov. 


LanpLorp AND Tenant—Lzase—“ Supsect to A THree Monrus’ Norice 
on Erruer Srpz at any Time To TERMINATE THIS AGREEMENT ’’—Sucu 
Notice Given Between Dares wHen Rent was PayasnL—E—VALIvITY oF 
Sucu Norics. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of his Honour Sir H. Lloyd, 
sitting at the Wrexham County Court. The action was brought by 
F. W. Soames, trading as Soames & Co., a brewer, at Wrexham, against 
the defendants, who were tenants of a public-house in Ohurch-road, 
Southsea, Bereham, Denbighshire, and the question was whether a notice 
to quit was valid or not. The agreement of tenancy was from the 1st of 
May, 1895, at the yearly rental of £40 payable by equal payments every 
three months, in advance if required, on the first days of May, August, 
November, and February, subject to three months’ notice on either side at 
any time to terminate the agreement, The plaintiff gave notice to quit on 
the 24th of January, 1901, and demanded possession from the defendant 
on the 25th of April. For the defendant the po‘nt was taken that the 
notice was bad, as to be valid it must end on one of the quarter days 
mentioned in the agreement when rent was payable, and the county court 
judge took that view and gave judgment for the defendant. For the 
plaintiff, the present appellant, it was argued that the judgment was 
wrong, and that he was entitled to determine the agreement by three 
months’ notice at any time. 

Tue Oovrr allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonr, O.J., said the county court judge had decided 
that a notice to quit on the 25th of April, given to the tenant by the land- 
lord on the 24th of January, 1901, was a bad notice, because it did not 
expire on one of the quarter days on which the rent was payable, viz , the 
Ist of May, the let of August, the 1st of November, and the Ist of 
February. These latter particular days were not—at any rate no 
argument was addressed to the court to shew it—customary qusrter 
days in that part of the country upon which tenancies usually changed, 
and therefore, in this case, it seemed to him that they really had to 
look at the contract and see what the parties intended. It seemed to the 
court that they ought to give the natural meaning to the words “ subject 
to a three months’ notice on either side at any time to terminate this 
agreement.’’ Of course there were cases where the court would come to 
the conclusion, looking at the other clauses in the agreement, that it was 
only intended that the three months should expire either at the date at 
which the tenancy commenced, or upon any usual or customary quarter day; 
but they thought the fair deduction from the authorities was that where 
there was no express stipulation which proved, or from which it could be 
implied, that a yearly tenancy was created—if the parties had contracted that 
a tenant might quit or be dispossessed at the end of any given notice, there 
was no reason why they should not contract upon those terms, and that if that 
appeared to be the natural meaning of the words effect should be given to 
them. There being no particular reason why the tenancy should 
determine on one of those four days that were mentioned, he thought they 
ought clearly to come to the conclusion that it was a tenancy to let at so 
much a year, subject to a three months’ notice to determine it given on 
either side at any time. The county court judge ought therefore to have 
given the natural meaning to the words, and to have held that the agree- 
ment was subject to such a notice as he had indicated. The notice to 
quit on the 25th of April was a good notice. 

Danuine and Cuannext, JJ., concurred, the latter adding that it seemed 
quite impossible to give any meaning to the words ‘‘ at any time”’ except 
that which the court had arrived at. Appeal allowed with costs.—CounssgL, 
Bryn Roberts ; Ellis Griffith and Samucl Moss. BSorscrrous, Rooke & Sons, 
for Wynn Evans, Wrexham ; Busk § Co., for 8, P. Beaven, Wrexham. 


[Reported by Ensxine Rui, Barrister-at-Law,) 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
MELLOR’S TRUSTEE ». MAAS & CO. Wright, J. 7th and 8th Nov. 


Bankraurtcy—Bru1 ox Save—Bir1s or Save Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vier. o 
31), 8. 4—Briis oy Sate Act, 1878, Amenpmanr Act, 1882 (45 & 46 
Vict. c. 43), s. 8—Hreinc anp Punrcnase AcGrerment—Beckerr v. 
Towrx Assets Co. (39 W. R. 438; 1891, 1 Q. B. 638) Fottowgp. 


Action assigned to Wright, J., as the judge having jurisdiction in bank- 
ruptcy. Upon the 4th of May, 1899, Mellor, the bankrupt, executed an 
agreement by which he agr to purchase from fone Sykes, the Orown 
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Hotel, Leamington, together with all the furniture and fixtures therein for 
£30,000. Mellor paid a deposit of £750 at the time of signing the agree- 
ment, and the purchase was to be completed upon the 15th of May of the 
same year. Mellor found himeelf short of the money required to complete 
the purchase by £2,000 and applied to the defendants, Maas & Co., a 

of wine and spirit merchants, for the loan of that sum upon 
a fourth mortgage of the Crown Hotel. Maas & Co. refused to lend the 
money upon the security proposed, but offered to lend it upon a bill of 
sale over the furniture. This offer was declined by Mellor. Maas & Oo. 
then suggested that they should buy the furniture from Sykes for £2,000, 
and let it to Mellor on a bire-purchase agreement. Mellor agreed to this 
suggestion, and accordingly on the 15th of May, before the change took 
place, Maas & Co. paid Sykes £2,000 for the furniture and executed a 
hire-purchase agreement containing the ueual terms as to seizure, &c., by 
which the furniture was let to Mellor. Mellor also signed a document 
whereby he agreed, in consideration of the granting of the hire- 
purchase agreement, to purchase all his wines and spirits from Maas 
& Co., so long as there should be any money due from him under 
the hire-purchase agreement. The furniture remained in the Crown 
Hotel, and the bire-purchase agreement was not registered as a bill of sale. 
On the 16th of December, 1900, a receiving order was made against Mellor, 
he was adjudicated bankrupt on the 19th of December, and a trustee of 
his estate was appointed. Maas & Oo. seized the goods comprised in the 
hire-purchase agreement on the 12th of December, and gave notice of such 
seizure to the official receiver. Mellor’s trustee, on the other hand, claimed 
that the goods had formed part of the pro of the bankrupt, and as 
such passed to him. By consent of both parties the furniture was cold, 
and the proceeds—amounting to £1,730—were paid into court. Mellor’s 
trustee then brought the present action against Maas & Co. to determine 
which of the parties was entitled to the sum in court. The plaintiff con- 
tended that the property in the goods had passed to Mellor by virtue of 
the agreement to purchase from Sykes on the 4th of May, and that the 
defendants had no title to them beyond what was given by virtue of the 
hire-purchase agreement of the 15th of May. That agreement was in 


. veality an assurance of personal chattels to secure the loan of £2,000, and 


void for non-registration as a bill of sale. The defendants submitted that 
somuch of the agreement of the 4th of May as related to the purchase of 
the furniture had been rescinded by the mutual consent of Sykes and 
Mellor prior to the purchase of the furniture by the defendants. The 
furniture, therefore, had never been the property of Mellor, aud even if 
the plaintiff succeeded in avoiding the hire-purchase agreement he did 
not thereby prove his own title to the goods. The defendants’ title did 
not depend upon the validity of the hire-purchase agreement, but upon 
their purchase of the goods from Sykes, who had a perfect right to sell 
ot case was argued on the 7th of November, when judgment was 
reserved. 

Nov. 8.—Wnricur, J.—I agree with the defendants’ contention that 
Sykes had not on the 15th of May parted with the property in the goods 
to Mellor, but had only given to Mellor a contractual mght to obtain the 
goods on paying for them. Sykes therefore still had the right to sell 
them to Maas & Uo., and if there had been a real sale by Sykes to Maas & 
Oo. it would have been immaterial whether the hire-purchase agreement 
was void or not. The question in the case therefore is, whether there was 
areal sale from Sykes to Maas & Co. The object of all parties concerned 
was to get a loan or security, and the sale was effected solely for the pur- 
pose of completing the transfer of the hotel, the goods were left on the 
premises for the benefit of Mellor, and there was no intention that Maas 
& Co. should remove them. I therefore think that Maas & Oo. must be 
held to have purchased as trustees for Mellor, and that Mellor was the real 
owner. This being so the hire-purchase agreement is a licence to Maas & 
Oo. to seize the goods, and void for non-registration as a bill of sale. The 
case of Beckett v. Tower Assets Co. (389 W. R. 438; 1891, 1 Q. B. 638) is in 
point. Judgment for the plaintiff.—CounseL, Muir Mackenzie, and H. J. 
— 3 Reed, K.O., and Frank Mellor. Soxtcrrors, Wellington Taylor ; 

etiely. 

? [Reported by P. M. Faancxs, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


A special general meeting of the members of the society will be held in 
the Society’s Hall on Friday, the 29th of November, 1901, at 2 p.m., for 
the purpose of considering the new building scheme, a report on which 
was appended to the Annual Report of the Oouncil for the year 1901, and 
the raising of the necessary funds. 

At the meeting the chairman will propose the following resolution : 
That this meeting authorizes the Council to carry into effect the additions 
to and alterations in the society’s building the general nature of which is 
stated in the report of May 3, 1901, printed in the Appendix to the Annual 
Report for the year 1901, and in the plans submitted to this meeting, with 
power, if need be, to make such further modifications as the Council may 

expedient, and approves and concurs in the Council borrowing a sum 
hot exceeding £45,000 on mortgage or charge of the real and 
property of the society, or any part thereof respectively, or by the issue of 
Yentures on such terms as the Council may think expedient. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 
The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
Was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on Wednesday, the 13th 
iust., Mr. ‘I, Musgrave Irancis (Cambridge) m the chair, The other 


} Bilimoria, Lincoln'’s-mn; F. R 





directors present being: Messrs. W. H. Cockburn (Brighton), H. Morten 
Cotton, RB. Cunliffe, Grantham K. Dodd, Walter Dowson, J. R. B. Gregory, 
Samuel Harris (Leicester), John Hollams, Sir George Lewis, Me-ars. 
F, Rowley Parker, R. 8S. Taylor, Maurice W. Tweedie, R. W. Tweedie, 
E. W. Williamson, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 

A sum of £710 was distributed in grants of relief, twenty-six new 
—- admitted to the association, and other general business 
transacted. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Nov.-11.—Chairman, Mr. E. F. Spence.—The following resolution, pro- 
posed by the chairman, and seconded by Mr. C. Kains-Jackson, was car: 
unanimously: ‘* That the society heartily congratulates its late honorary 
standing counsel (Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady) on his well-earned appoint- 
ment to the bench.”” Mr. OC. H. Kirby then moved: ‘‘ That the decision 
in Waldock v. Winfield (K. B. 1901, Vol. II. 596; 70 L. J. K. B. 925) 
is wrong.”” Mr. 8. Davey opposed. There also spoke: Messrs. F. M. 
Guedalla, J. F. W. Galbraith, H. Drysdale Woodcock, Percy Aylen, 
Seymour ;Williams, J. W. Weigall, P. B. Walmsley, and W. S. Sher- 
rington. The motion was lost by nine votes. 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 


A meeting of the directors was held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society on Thursday, the 7th inst., Mr. Nisbet in the chair. The other 
— present were Mr. Daw, Mr. Peacock, Mr. Pead, and Mr. 
Vi ce. 

' A sum of £65 was distributed in grants of relief. One life member and 
four annual subscribers were elected members of the association, and other 
general business transacted. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


The following are the awards of the Council upon the Michaelmas 
— held in Gray’s-inn Hall on the 15th, 16th, 17th, and 18th of 
tober : 





Roman Law. 


Crass I.—E. D. Fear, Gray’s-inn, 8. A. Haidar, Lincoln’s-inn; P. H. 
Hanson, Middle Temple ; P. W. Pegg, Middle Temple. 

Orass II.—N. H. Baynes, Lincoim’s-inn; W. Berry, Lincoln’s-inn; 
H. 8. Gupta, Lincoln’s-inn; D. Hagley, Middle Temple; A. Hakim, 
Gray’s-inn; H. H. Harding, Gray’s-inn ; - H. Moonan, Mid 
Temple; J. R. A. Moore, Gray’s-inn; F. W. ©. Moss, Inner Temple ; 
W. D. Rogerson, Inner Temple ; J. H. OU. Sproule, Middie Temple; J. R. 
Williams, Inner Temple. 

Oxass ITI.—8.8.A. Akbar, Middle Temple ; E. 8. Andrew, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Don P. Arseculeratne, Gray’s-inn ; S. A. Azhar, Middle Temple; V. F. 
Bertie, Inner Temple; E. A. Biedermann, Inner Temple; C. F. Borcken- 
hagen, Middle Temple; D. Botry-Pigott, Middle Temple ; Cc. T. Carr, 
Inner Temple; J. L. A. Cock, Inner Temple; R. G. N. Combe, Middle 
Temple ; A. S. Cowdell, Middle Temple ; Lord Dalzell, Inner Temple ; 
F. A. O. Davies, Middle Temple; W. Dudley-Ward, Inner Temple ; E. 
Dunbar, Middle Temple; T. M. Evans, Inner Temple; J. C. Gaskel 
Middle Temple; C. F. R. Gubbins, Inner Temple; 
Lincoln’s-inn; 8. A, Hasan, Middle Temple; ° 
Lincoln’s-inn; P. D. Holt, Inner Temple; J. T. D. 


Hutton, 
og 4 aes M. C. Kamodia, Gray’s-inn; F. J. Kerr, Lincoln’s-inn ; 


G hairaz, Lincoln s-mn; H. 8S. Kronig-Ryan, Inner Temple; 
T. Landers, Middle Temple; C. J. R. Le Mesurier, Lincoln’s-man ; 
R. G. C. Livett, Middle Temple; E. A. C. Lloyd, Middie Temple; B. B. 
Marshall, Middle Temple; F. H. Norvill, Inner Temple; R. &. Prince, 
Middle Temple; G. H. Rittner, Inner Temple; M. R. Saiyut, Inner 
Temple; 8. N. Sen, Gray’s-inn; R. J. Silley, Gray’s-inn; K. M. h, 
Middle Temple; T. Smith, Inner Temple ; A. A. Thomas, Inner Temple ; 
E. H. Tindal-Atkinson, Middle Temple; J. E. Walker, Inner Temple ; 
J. M. St. J. Yates, Inner Temple. 

Of 81 examined 61 passed. Five candidates were ordered not to be 
admitted for examination again until the Easter examination, 1902. 


ConstirutronaL Law anp Lxcat History. 


Crass I.—M. L. Gwyer, Inner Temple; J. B. Lloyd, Inner Temple ; 
A. Morrison, Middle Temple. 

Crass II.—J. Atkinson, Gray’s-inn; W. 8. Cameron, Middle Temple ; 
J. O. Gaskell, Middle Temple; H. W. W. Grain, Middle Temple; 8S. A. 
Guest, Inner Temple; E, St. C. Barnett, Gray’s-ion; F. J. Kerr, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; J. L. Le Conte, Middle Temple ; E. M. Nanavutty, Gray’s- 
inn; G. H. Pickering, Inner Temple; S. N. Sen, Gray’s-inn; P. F. 
Smith, Inner Temple; F. Swann, Inner Temple; A. K. er, Middle 
Temple; J. E. Walker, Inner Temple; A M. W. Wells, Lincola’s-inn. 

QGuass III.—D. Beggs, Gray’s-iun ; J. H. Bhabha, Lincoln’s-inn ; J. C. 

. Bomanji, Gray’s-inn ; G. E. P. Bowman, 
Lincoln’s-inn; ©. H. E. Bretherton, Gray’s-inn; H. H. Bulcraig, 
Lincoln’s-ion ; 8. A. Clarke, Gray’s-inn ; A. D. Cowburn, Middle Temple ; 
A. 8. Cowdell, Middle Temple; P. H. Kzechiel, Middle Temple; h. C. 
Fenton, Middle Temple; J. H. B. Fletoner, Inner Temple; I. L. O, 
Gower, Lincoln’s-inn; J. G. Gabbios, Middle Temple; H. D. Harben, 
Inner Temple ; G. Hartog, Middle Temple; C. E. M. Hey, Inner Temple ; 
A. Holmes, Lincoln’s-inn; L. J. E. Hooper, Inner Temple; Mohammed 
R. B. Kadri, Middle Temple; Gullamhusesein R, Khairaz, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
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Sirajur R. Khan, Lincoln’s-inn ; H. M. Knowles, Gray’s-inn ; CO. W. L. 
Launspach, Middle Temple ; O.J. R. Le Mesurier, Lincoln’s-inn ; P.C.Lobo, 
Gray’s-inn ; J. Maitland, Inner Temple ; E. Metzler, Middle Temple; Sheikh 
D. Mohammad, Lincoln’s-inn ; P.E.W. Moore, Middle Temple ; J. F. More, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Devendra K. Mullick, Gray’s-inn ; Moreshwar V. Navalkar, 
Inner Temple ; D. Obeyesekere. Inner Temple; H. A. del Pereira, Inner 
Temple ; Hon. Vere B. Ponsonby, Inner Temple; Jwala Prasad, Lincoln’s- 
inn; W. Price, Middle Temple; R. L. Prince, Middle Temple; 8. T. Raj, 
Gray’s-inn ; Sant Kam, Lincoln’s-inn; G. H. Rittner, Inner Temple; 
Mom R. Saiyut, Inner Temple; Her K. Singh, Lincoln’s-inn; C. Smith, 
Inner Temple; D. W. Stable, Middle Temple ; J. 8. Tew, Inner Temple ; 
E. H. Tindal-Atkinson, Middle Temple; 8S. A. Tippetts, Inner Temple ; 
R. Unwin, Inner Temple; Vishvanath P. Vaidya, Middle Temple ; Hiralal 
Verma, Lincoln’s-inn; G. A. Vickery, Middle Temple; M. R. Weld, 
— es R. H. Wellington, Middle Temple; G. B. Youll, Inner 
mple. 

The special prize of £50 for the best examination in Constitutional Law 
and Legal History was awarded to M. L. Gwyer, Inner Temple. 

Tbe number examined was 108, and 76 Two candidates were 
ordered not to be admitted for examination again until the Easter exam- 
ination, 1902. 

Evipencs Procepure anp Criminat Law. 

First Oxass.—R. R. M. Darwin, Inner Temple; H. W. Haworth, 
Inver Temple ; H. Knight, Middle Temple; T. R. D. Parsons, Gray’s-inn ; 
F. B. B. Shand, Middle Temple ; A. M. W. Wells, Lincoln’s-inn ; F. M. 
Wheatley, Middle Temple. 

Srconp Crass.—J. J. Adams, Gray’s-inn ; C. E. Bagram, Inner Temple ; 
R. Beddington, Lincoln’s-inn; F. W. Chisman, Inner Temple; Hlaing 
Obit, Middle Temple; G. F. 8. Christie, Inner Temple; K. B. Dastur, 
Gray’s-inn ;; S. A. Guest, Inner Temple; H. 8. Gupta, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
F. H. B. Hylton, Inner Temple; Qamar 8. Khan, Lincoln’s-inn; 8S. G. 
Knox, Middle Temple ; C. J. R. Le Mesurier, Lincoln’s-inn ; A. Morrison, 
Middie Temple; Shamrao 8. Patker, Middle Temple; W. A. Raeburn, 
Middle Temple; E. B. Sherlock, Middle Temple; D. W. Stable, Midale 
Temple ; H. L. Tebbs, Gray’s-inn ; E. A. 8. Watt, Inner Temple. 

Turep Crass —Iltaf Ali, Lincoln’s-inn; E. Ashmead-Bartlett, Inner 
Temple ; N. H. Baynes, Lincoln’s-inn; Jehangir H. Bhabha, Lincoln’s- 
inn ; Framroze R. Bomanji, Gray’s-inn; OC. R. Buxton, Inner Temple ; 
O. T. Carr, Inner Temple; G. H. Coke, Middle Temple; A. 8S. Cowdell, 
Middle Temple; A. CO. Curtis, Lincoln’s-inn; F.H. C. Day, Inner 
Temple; E. Dunkels, Middle Temple; J. H. Garrett, Middle Temple; 
J O. Gaskell, Middle Temple ; J. G. Gubbins, Middle Temple; D. H. J. 
Hartley, Middle Temple; G. Hartog, Middle Temple; Ian M. 
Henderson, Lincoln’s-inn; G. M. Hepworth, Inner Temple; H. A. 
Hinkson, Inner Temple; E. A. Hume, Lincoln’s-inn; Mohammad 
W. Hyder, Middle Temple; T. 8. Jevons, Inner Temple; F. J. Kerr, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; H. ©. Lafone, Lincoln’s-inn; A. Lawton, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
O. Lioyd-Evans, Middle Temple ; J. Maitland, Inner Temple; A. D. H. 
McAnally, Lincoln’s-inn ; Pandit G. P. Misra, Lincoln’s-ion: P. E. W. 
Moore, Middle Temple; R_ W. Moore, Inner Temple; F. A. V. Morse, 
Middle Temple; Prabhat K. Mukerji, Middle ‘'emple; Erackshah M. 
Manavutty, Gray‘s-inn; E. G. Peake, Lincoln’s-inn ; Govindan P. Pillai, 
Middle Temple ; Hon. Vere B. Ponsonby, Inner Temple; Tom Ramsden, 
Inner Temple; Mom R. Saiyut, Inner Temple; Mohamed A. Samad, 
Gray’s-inn ; Surendra N. Sen, Gray’s-inn; C. W. W. Surridge, Inner 
Temple; 8S. A. Tippetts, Inner Temple; H. C. B. Underdown, Inner 
Temple; Vishvanath P. Vaidya, Middle Temple; Eshwar D. Varma, 
Lincoln’s-inn : O. B. Wylde, Inner Temple; G. B. Youll, Inner Temple. 

The special prize of £50 for the best examination in Evidence Procedure 
and Criminal Law was awarded to H. Knight, Middle Temple. 

The number examined was 98, and 76 passed. 

Three candidates were ordered not to be admitted for examination 
again until the Easter examination, 1902. 

Frvat Examtnation. 
Certificates of Honour. 

Furst O1ass.—Francis J. Kerr, Lincoln’s-inn; Baddipalli Nagappa, 
Gray’s-inn ; E. G. Palmer, Lincoln’s-inn; W. A. Robertson, Inner 
Temple; A. M. W. Wells, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Szconp Crass.—J. J. Adams, Gray’s-inn; W. Burke; Gray’s-inn; H. 
F. Cornes, Inner Temple; F, H. B. Goldsmith, Inner Temple ; J. R. B. 
Hart, Inner Temple; H. O. Lafone, Lincojn’s-inn; T. B. Leigh, Middle 
Temple; G. Lightfoot, Middle Temple; A, McLean, Lincoln’s-inn; R. 

%, Lincoln’s-inn ; G. C. O’Gorman, Inner Temple; H. H. Ramsden, 
Inner Temple; F. B. B. Shand, Middle Temple ; 6. W. Stable, Middle 
Temple; H. Stanley, Gray’s-inn; OC. Williams, Middle Temple; D. 
Williams, Middle Temple. 

Turmp Orats.—E. Ashmead-Bsrtlett, Inner Temple; J. 8. 0. Bridge, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; H. W. Bredie, Inner Temple; J. R. Bull, Gray’s-inn ; 
F. J. Caswell, Middle Temple ; Ratan Ohand, Gray’s-inn ; H. D. Cornish, 
Inner Temple; G. 8. Crowsbaw, Inner Temple; F. E. B. Duff, Inner 
Temple; T. Fentem, Middle Temple; Mohamed Y. Gauher-Ali, Gray’s- 
inn; D. G. Gilmore, Lincoln’s-inn; H. J. mene Lincoln’s-inn ; H. G. 
Greatrex, Middle Temple ; H. A. Hinkson, Inner emple; 8S. R. Hobday, 
Gray’s-inn ; W. Houlding, Middle Temple ; Mohammed Ismail, Gray’s- 
inn; T. A. Jones, Middle Temple ; J. kK. Khosla, Lincoln’s-inn ; B. N. 
tang, Inner Temple; Cheppudira T. Machaya, Middle Temple; 
E. N. Marais, Inner Temple; T. F. B&. McDonnell, Inncr Temple; 
A. E. Mectaren, Inner ‘temple; G. A. Moncrieff, Inver Temple; 
E. 0. Moore, Middle Temple ; Syud Nazeer-Hosain, Lincoln’s-inn; Sital 
Parshad, Gray’s-inn ; H. W. Pollock, Inner Temple ; Badruddin Qureshi, 
Hy Soc Gulia Ram, Gray’s-inn; J. A. Richardson, Inner Temple ; 





Roberts, Middle Temple; J, B. Sandbach, Inner Temple; A. i. | 


Sargeant, Inner Temple; Rachhpal Singh, Gray’s-inn; W. B. 8. Smith, 
Inner Temple; Ganpatrao L. Subhedar, Lincoln’s-inn; K. R. 8 
Inner Temple; J. W. Thatcher, Middle Temple ; H. B. Vaisey, Lincoln’s. 
inn ; A. OC. G. Wijeyekoon, Gray’s-inn; A.A. Williams, Middle Temple; 
G. O. Williams, Middle Temple: L. E. V. Williams, Inner Temple ; G. B, 
Winch, Middle Temple. 

The number examined was 89, and 69 passed. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupents’ Dexsatine Socrzry.—Nov. 5.—Chairman, Mr. R. P, 
Oroom Johnson.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Gardner 
v. Hodgson’s Kingston Brewery Co. (1901, 2 Ch. 198) was wrongly decided.” 
Mr. W. Arnold Jolly opened in the affirmative, Mr. P. A. Clapham seconded 
in the affirmative ; A. E. Guillaume ae opened in the negative, Mr, 
Powers seconded in the negative. The following members also spoke: 
Messrs. Nash and Hugh Rendell. Mr. Jolly having replied, the Chairman 
summed up, and the motion was lost by one vote. 

Nov. 12.—Chairman, Mr. Alfred Dods.—The subject for debate was: 
“That ‘ The Eternal City’ does not deserve the popularity it has attained.” 
Mr. Ernest Nash opened in the affirmative; Mr. Hugh Rendell opened in 
the negative. ‘The following members also’ spoke: In the affirmative, 
Messrs. Harnett, E. M. Rose, A. W. Butler, Pleadwell; in the negative, 
Mr. A. H. H. Richardson. The motion was carried by eleven votes. 

BiamincHam Law Srupents’ Socizry.—Nov. 5.—Mr. Gardner Tyndall 
presiding.—The following moot point was discussed: ‘‘Mr. Bantam, a 
well-to-do London poulterer and licensed dealer in game, has some 
shooting in Sussex ; at his estate in Sussex he has a game farm where he 
breeds pheasants. Will he render himself liable to conviction for having 
game in possession during ‘close time’?’’ The speakers in the affirmative 
were Messrs. E. Woodward, E. A. B, Cox, O. H. Eaves, and T. F, 
Duggan; and in the negative Messrs, E. Walker, J. W. Hallam, T. H, 
Oleaver, W. H. Kimpton, and 8. J.Grey. After an impartial summing 
up by the chairman, the motion was put and decided in the affirmative by 
a majority of three. 

Nov. 12.—Mr. W. J. Gandy, barrister-at-law, delivered a concluding 
lecture on “‘ Elementary Conveyancing.’’ At the conclusion a hearty vote 
of thanks was accorded Mr. Gandy for his lectures. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Sir Franxuin Lusntnaton, Chief Magistrate at Bow-street, died on 
Sunday morning. He was on the bench on Thursday in last week. Sir 
Franklin was the son of Mr. Kdmond Henry Lushington, one of the 
Masters of the Crown Office and subsequently a Puisne Judge in Ceylon. 
He was educated at Rugby and Trinity College, Cambridge, and was 
called to the bar in 1853. In 1869 he was appointed a metropolitan 
magistrate at the Thames Court, and in 1890 was transferred to Bow- 
street. On the death of Sir John Bridge, Mr. Lushington was made 
Chief Magistrate, and was shortly afterwards knighted. He was one of 
the members of the Home Office Committee to inquire into the jurisdiction 
of the metropolitan police magistrates and county justices in the metro- 
politan police court district. He was an efficient magistrate, rather prone 
to severe sentences, but accurate and painstaking in the discharge of his 
duties. 

Mr. Arruvr Hastig, solicitor, of East Grinstead, Sussex, died on Sunday 
last. He was born in 1815, and was admitted a solicitor in Hilary 
Term 1838. He was the head of the firm of Hasties, Hughes, & Dayrell, 
of East Grinstead and Crawley. He was for thirty-five years clerk to the 
magistrates. Notwithstanding his advanced age, he continued to transact 
business almost to the last. Mr. Hastie has been described as perhaps 
the oldest practising solicitor in England, but we believe that Mr. Uehme, 
of Upper Norwood, who was admitted in 1831, is entitled to that 
distinction. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Alderman T. W. Hucnes was on Saturday last unanimously elected 
Mayor of the Borough of Flint, North Wales. Mr. Hughes is the senior 
member of the firm of Messrs. Hughes & Hughes, solicitors, Flint and 
Connah’s Quay. He served his articles with the Jate Mr. T. V. Royle, of 
Chester, and Mr. H. Morten Cotton, of Messrs. Bower, Cotton, & Bower, 
London, and was admitted in 1883. He has been alderman of Flint for 
some years, and has been a member of the Flintshire County Council since 
1889. He is also clerk to the Connah’s Quay Urban District Council. 

Sir Joun W. Bonsen, Chief Justice of the Supreme Oourt, Ceylon, has 
been made a Privy Councillor. 

Mr. Samvurt Browntow Gray, Chief Justice of Bermuda; Mr. 
AncutpaLp Oamr sett Lawnie (on retirement gs Senior Puisne Justice of 
the Supreme Court, Ceylon), and Mr. Joszrn Ionartus Lirrix, Ohief 
Justice of Newf oundland, have received the honour of Knighthood. 

Mr. Lancutor Sanperson, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Recorder 
of Wigan, in the place of the Hon. Sir Joseph Walton. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvrions. 

James Moont, Atbent Ontanvo Davizz, and Airren Kmxuy-Denky, 
solicitors (Moore, Davies, & Kirkby-Derry), Maidenhead. Oct, 18. The 
said busjnees will henceforth be carried on by the said Alfred Kirkby+ 
Derry alone. [Gasette, Nov, 8. 
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GENERAL, 


is announced that neither King’s Bench special nor common jury 
Oda will be tried from Monday next, the 18th, to Friday, the 22nd inst., 


inclusive. 
The House of Lords resumed their sittings on Tuesday. The list 
includes twenty-six appeals, of which two are from Ireland and six from 


Scotland 

A marble bust of the late Lord Russell of Killowen, executed by Mr. 
J. W. Swynnerton, has been placed in the Old-hall, Lincoln’s-inn, where 
it may be viewed daily between the hours of 1 and 3 o’clock. 


Sir James Vaughan, for many years magistrate at Bow-street police- 
Court, was knocked down by a bicyclist on Thursday in last week as he 
was leaving the Athensum Club. He was removed to his residence at 
Paddington, and is reported to be going on well. 

Monday next will be the ‘‘ Call night’’ of Michaelmas Term at the four 
Inns of Court. when 74 students will become barristers-at-law. Of this 
number 34 belong to the Inner Temple, 17 to Gray’s-inn, 13 to the 
Middie Temple, and 10 to Liacoln’s-inn. The number at the correspond- 
ing term last year was 58. 

On the 7thinst., before Sir Francis Jeune, sitting without a jury, says 
the Daily Mail, a deat and dumb man sought a divorce from his wife, and 
an interpreter’s services had to be requisitioned. It was a very swift 

rformance, both plaintiff and interpreter being adepts in the sign 

gaage. Ouriously enough, the usual hum and noise of a busy court 
were hushed during the man’s evidence, and it was given in almost a dead 
silence. People seemed to be straining their ears to catch the dumb man’s 
meaning. 

We trust, says the Westminster Gazette, that local authorities and 
magistrates throughout the country are preparing for the coming into force 
of the Youthful Offenders Act at the end of the year. This welcome new 
law provides that youthful offenders under remand, instead of being 
subjected to the evil influence of prison, may be kept in,the custody of fit 
persons willing to receive them in private houses. So far the only report 
we have of preparations for putting the Act into effect is from Scarborough, 
where the justices have asked the local Watch Committee to draw up a 
list of suitable persons of different religious persuasions. 


The Sydney correspondent of the Daily Mail says that Mr. Chamberlain 
has informed Mr. Barton that the London conference upon the Appellate 
Court has resolved that appeals shall continue from the Colonies to the 
Privy Council. The Colonies will periodically make appointments to the 
Judicial Committee at ample salaries; if the appointed members are 
judges—and this condition is not necessary—they will be obliged to quit 
the Colonial judiciary. The Colonies suggest, with a view to the 
avoidance of delay, certain amendmeuts in the tions relating to 
appeals to the Privy Council. Mr. Ohamberlain concludes by saying that 
on the whole the existing system is satisfactory, and invites Colonial 
suggestions as to details tending towards the simplicity of procedure, 


The case of a horse that changed his colour was, says the Albany Law 
Journal, recently adjudicated by the Supreme Court of North Carolina. 
The horse had been mortgaged and described in the deed as ‘‘ a bay horse, 
six years old.”” Before the mortgage fell duc, the horse had been traded 
from party to party until purchased by the defendant, who had no 
actual notice of the mortgage. By this time he had ‘‘ become a white 
and sorrel spotted horse, without any appearance of bay whatever.’ 
There being no doubt as to the identity of the horse, the court held 
that the mortgagee did not lose his right to subject the horse to the 
payment of the lien. The court, after commenting upon the fact that a 
mortgage on pigs, calves, or other young animals would not be vitiated by 
their growing into boars, sows, bulls, cows, and the like, philosophizes as 
follows: ‘‘ A horse may shed his colour, but a mortgage is not so easily 
shed. It usually sticks closer than the tkin.”’ 


The Japanese Government, says a correspondent of the 7imes, after con- 
siderable delay, has legislated in such a manner as to remove all solicitude 
about the titles of foreign landholders in the former settlements. Their 
titles were described iu the original treaty as ‘‘ perpetual leases,’’ 
and the revised treaty provided for their confirmation. There are no 
title deeds in Japan, their place being taken by entries in the registers, 
but such a tenure as “perpetual lease” did not exist under the 
Japanese codes as they stood at the time when the revised treaty became 
operative, and consequently such a form of tenure could not be entered iu 
Japanese registers without specially enabling legislation. Parliament, 
however, was not sitting at the time, and it thus appeared to the Govern- 
ment that the simplest way of dealing with the matter was to issue an 
ordinance providing for registration as ‘ superficies,’’ qualified by the 
words ‘* perpetual lease ’’ in brackets. The registers were thus opened for 
the desired purpose. But the foreign landbolder was not at all satisfied, 
It seemed to him that his title was disturbed by the new arrangement. He 
did not like the idea of ‘‘ superficies.’’ He thought that he ought to have 
exactly what the treaties provided, neither more nor less—namely, 
“perpetual lease’? without any qualification ia brackets or out of 
brackets. There was also another difficulty : Japanese subjects have to pay 
& fee for registering transactions in land, and the Japanese Government 
saw no valid argument against collecting a similiar fee from fo ers, 
for although the revised treaty exempts the settlement lands from all new 
tax, a registration fee does not fall within the category of taxes. Here 
again the foreigner objected strenuously, The Japanese Government 

ve now yielded on both points, and perpetual leases can henceforth be 
Tegistered as such, and all registration fees, whether for transfers or 
Mortgages, are remitted, 

































An American journal says that years ago, ina country town in 
Missouri, Senator Vest was retained for er It was 
charged that the defendant had shot the dog in malice. tor Vest, in 
the course of his h, said that “the best friend a man has in the world 
may turn against and become his enemy. His son or daughter whom 
he has reared with loving care may prove ungrateful. Those who are 
nearest and dearest to us, those whom we trust with our happiness and our 
good name, may become traitors to their faith. . . . Theonly absolutely 
unselfish friend that man can have in this selfish world, the one that never 

ves ungrateful or treacherous, is his dog. A man’s dog stands by 

im in prosperity and poverty, in health and sickness. If fortune drives 
the master forth an outcast in the world, friendless and homeless, the 
faithful dog asks no higher privilege than that of accompanying him, to 
guard against danger, to fight against his enemies. And when the last 
scene of all comes, and death takes the master in its embrace, and his 
body is laid awav in the cold ground, no matter if all other friends pursue 
their way, there by the graveside will the noble dog be found, his head 
between his paws, his eyes sad, but open and alert in watchfulness, faith- 
ful and true even in death.”” Then Vest sat down. He had spoken in a 
low voice, without a gesture. Be made no reference to the evidence or the 
merits of the case. When he finished, judge and jury were wiping their 
eyes. The jury filed out, but soon entered with a verdict for the plaintiff 
for 500 dols. He had sued for 200 dols. It is even said that some of the 
jurors wanted to hang the defendant. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora oy Reoisrzars 1 ATTENDANCE OF 
Muercency Appzat Courr Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. Kexewics. 
18 Mr. W. Leach Mr. Pemberton Mr. R. Leach 
oo ld Church Jackson Beal 
King Pemberton R. Leach 
Jackson Beal 
Pemberton R. Leach 
¥, (= Beal 
Mr. Justice 
Buck.eyr. 
Mr. Godfrey 
Farmer 


Date. 





20 
ee Godfrey 
a: Farmer 
33 r* a 





Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Harpy. Farwetu. 


Greswell 
W. Leach 








WARNING TO INTENDING Hovss PurcHasers AND Lesszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Tested and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary ineeri 
Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 
uuoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
“Sanitation,” London. Telephone, ‘ No. 316 Westminster.”’—[Apvr.] 


For Txroat Irerration anp Coven ‘‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes’’ 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 7}d. and 1s. 1d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homao- 


pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr. | 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALE3 OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

Novy. 20.—Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bovusrre.o, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Investments, 
Senate ux saaun wah cnieaale peeaetine © 
tenants £878 per sanoum with 
situated in Southwark and Bermondsey. 

Bathurst, London. (See advertisement, Nov. 9, p. 3 


Nov. 20.—Messrs. Lovetas Youne & vo,, at the Mars 
Moor Kata'e, exceilentl 


; esplanade. 
Also another section of the sam+ Betate containing about 7 acres, with 
Solicitors, Messrs Harrison & Robinson, London. (See 


to good 
advertisement, Nov. 2, p. 22) 

Nov. 21.—Mesars. H. &. Fostza & Cranris.o, at the Mart, at 2:— 

REVERSIONS: 
Toa Trust Fund, value £13170 India and Railway Stock and Cash ; lady aged 

56 75. Solicitors, Mesers. Rooper & Whately Lonéon. 

£175 per annum ; geatleman aged 67, Solicitors, Messrs. 

on. 
Lar ee © Solicitors, Mess. Newman, 


Pa: Yeo 
To One fourth of a Trust Estate, value £4 $43, Freehold and Leasehold Properties; 
lady aged 69 (see particulars), Solicit.r, Sam Weile Page, Esq, Wolver- 


io ag a thine 
eman , a b 
To Sne-ninth a Trust Fund, value £13,148 Mortgage Securities; lady aged 
69. Solicitors, Messrs. Hunter & Davies, London, 
maga 
annum, Solicitors, 
LIFBS INTERSST of a aged 23 receivable on decease of a lady aged 65, 
in Freeholds at ‘Wolverbe producing £463 per annum, with poiicy. 
POLAT for £1,000, £1,000, £1,022, £300, £200. Solicitor, G, H. Hirst, Bay., 
jury. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 
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Nov, 21.—Measrs, Jusper & Co., at the Mart, at 1:—Frechold Ground-rents at Battersea UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
and East Ham of over ber annum. Solicitor, William A. Sanders, Esq., London. 
(Bee advertisement. this week, p. 3 ) Last Day or Crarm. 


Nov. ae 1. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: the Premises, known as East London 
leased at pag per annum; and held for 40 years at £100 annum. 
Solicitors, cong omen Lewis & Sons. London.—Freehold Ground-rents of 10s. 
annum, and Leasehold Ground-rents of £18 9s 10d per annum, at Southend-on- 
Solicitor, A. Tabor, Esq. London. (See advertisements, Nov. 3, p. 22.) 

Nov. 28 a EB &8 Surrm, at the Mart, at 2:—I- -lington ” Short Leasehold; rental 
value £60 ; term 7} years; ground-rent €2. Solicitors, Messra Monro, Slack, & Jepps. 
London.—Pentonviile: Short Leasehold Residence; total estimated rental £91 per 

=: ry on Lenton ~ ground-rent £12 6s. Solicitors, Mesers. § 

rie a on.—Muswell Hill: Two long Leasehold Residences, close to 
een a ‘a Palace. tor, C. J. Aldis, Esq., London. (See advertise- 

ments, Hor. 8) P. 3) 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 8 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep 1x CHANCERY. 


Brown’s sm eh Lisutrrp —Creditors residing in the United Kingdom are required, on 
or before Dec 8, and those residing in Australasia on or before Feb 8, to send their 
poten and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frank Firman 
Hawid 7-11, Moorgate st. Greenip & Co, 1 and 2, George st, Mansion House, solors for 
— Sports Grounp, LumtTep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov hy to send 
their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry J. 
Barclay. 85, Gracechurch st 
= Buitprxes, LimtEeD A ot magi Yo SN ot ta are required. on or before Dec 18. 
to send th~ir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred 
Edward Maidlow Davis, Threadnerdle Mann 28-31, Bishopsgate st Within 
Exzcrric Ixsutation Syypicate, Liurrzp—reditors are required, on or before Monday, 
— 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to George Rae Fraser, 31, Cop —y avenue 
E. T. Periam, Limirep— are required, on or before Dec 9, to send their names 
and sees and the perticaions of t their debts or claims, to Henry Ni ewton Lennard 
on or Tatore Dee 14, to send 


Guewrock Conso.ipatep, Luntrp—Creditors are req 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debte and claims, to ‘William 
Parker Owen, 3-5, Queen st, Cheapside. Romer, 4, Copthall chmbrs, solor for liquidator 

——* STRAMsHIP Co, Limitep (1x Liquipatiox)—Credito re are required, on or before 
Dec 20. to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to T. Turketine 

New Rock Crcrz Maxvracturine Co, Lisrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 
7, to send their names and addresses, and the particalars of their debts and , to 
John Jones Parker, 40a, Fargate, Sheffield. Webster & Styring, Sheffield, liquidator’s 


BSurttixc Conroratiox, Limixep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims. to John Peters, 
St, George’s House, Fastcheap. Druces & Attlee, 10, Billiter sq, solors to liquidator 


London Gazetie.—Turspay, Nov. 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limtep 1x CHANCERY. 


AtprrvecH Water Works Co, Limitep (1x Votustary LigurpaTion) — All persons 
ving any claims are required, on or before Nov 30, to send particulars of their claims 
to John F:y, Saxm . solor 
ArT Panesar’ Lunrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 28, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debte or claims, to Chalmers & Co, 5, Fenwick 
st, Liverpool. Alsop & Co, Liverpool, solors to liquidators 
Excuaycr Trust, Luntrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 5, directed to be heard 
on Nov 20. Morley & Co, 53, Gresham House, Old Broad st, solors for Ug oy Notice of 
sppearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
ov 


Fiezrroor Constevction Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 30, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert 
Meacock, 62 and 63, Mark lane 

Hunr’s Patext, Liwitep —Creditors 


‘equired. on or before Dec 7. to send their names 
addresses, and the particulars of thar debts or claims, to Edmund Meadowcroft 
Owen, 67, Stanley st, Liverpool. Draper, Liverpool. solor to liquidator 


Kryre, Linirsep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 26 to send their names and 
addresses and the particulars cf their debts and claims, to William Samuel Keyte, 42, 
Georg- rd, Edgbaston, Birmingham 
Morgecauez Towsr (o, Liurtep—Creditors required. on or before Dec 12, to send in 
their names end addresses and the ee ner them of th their debts or claims, to Samuel Charles 
Pistts, 7, East parade, Leeds. tannister, Morecambe, solor for liquidators 
StauwweLrEter Syxpicate, Limitep— Creditors are requested. on or befere Dec 11, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Frank 
Rowley, 34 and 36, Grerham st 
Tarxwa Tomeyto Concessions, Limite (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
ee a eed ie ee a a poctionions mag A or 
‘ Colonel Lawrence worth, 55 ishopegate st Within. 
Co, 17, Throgmorton avenue, solors to liquidator 
THames. a SDRY Co, Limite 
and 


Bridge st, Blackfriars 


ns are required, on or before Nov 30, to send their 


rticulars of their d debts or claims, to 8. E. Page, 28, New 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day ov Cram. 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Oct, 29, 


Vickers, Wittiam Herrert, Gravesend, Kent, Licensed Victualler Dec 2 Alton v 
Vickers, Kekewich, J Chapman, Gravesend 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 5. 
Dixox-Brows, Dixox, Cromwell rd, South Kensington, Clerk in Orders Nov 29 
Brown vy Dixon-Browa, Cozens-Hardy, J Kite, 11. Queen Vice se 
pee i, Hayling, Hants Dec2 May v Luscombe, Farwell,J Atherton, 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 8. 
Ameer, Jauns, nr Halifax Dee 4 ‘Woodhead v Ambler, Farwell, J 
Luddeaden, v , ell, 


Goma, ke Sympson, Buckingham, Farmer Dec 6 Clarke v Sipthorp, Kekewich, 


London Gasette.—~Torsvay, Nov. 12, 


Warrraxer, Wit114m, Consett, Durham, Innkee Dec 16 Stokoe vy Welfi Ead 
Lockhart, Hexham, Northumberland . . : - oid 











London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov 1. 


A bet ~*~ Gzorcr Percy, Trevarno, nr Helston, Cornwall Dec 10 Oatway, 


Beewg, Cuaruxs, Kingston on Thames, Corn Merchant Dec 2 Fox, Kingston og 
ames 


Brown, Gzorcr, Newton Abbot Dec8 Biker & Co, Newton Abbot, Devon 

Browne, CaTuenine Lauri, Maidenwell, nr Louth, Lincs Dec? Hughes & Masterman, 
New Broad st 

Caress, Bensamin Epwarp, Bromley, Tobacconist Dec 4 Adkin, Laurence Pape a | hil 

Couz, aes eae, Yorks, Farm Servant Dec 14 Buchannan & Richardson, 


Coox, Roszrt Jonny, Plymouth, Contractor Dec?4 Whiteford & Bennett, Plymouth 

CuTHBeRrt, Grorcs, Southgate Nov30 Howard & Shelton, Moorgate 

Dean, Wittiam Percy, Sutton, Surrey, Bank Clerk Nov 30 Miller & Co, Sutton 

Dovetas, one aa Croxat, Sutton, Surrey, Rice Merchant Dec 1 Phillips & Co, 
Cannon 


East, Josuua, Longstock, Hants Dec15 Potter & Co, King st, Cheapside 

Feywick, Lypra Jane, Gate Fulford Hall, nr York Jan2 Ware & Sons, York 
GarpneR, Josern, Cheltenham Dec18 Moxon, Newport 

Horn, ae North Skelton, Cleveland, Yorks Dec 9 Jackson & Jackson, Middle 
Jackson, THomas, Barton, Wi Doctor Dec6 Little & Lamonby, Penrith 
James, JOHN. Heverford west, —— t Nov80 Eaton & 5o, Haverfordwest 
Jowngs, Bicuarp, Shirley, Warwick Nov 30 Foster & Co, Birmingham 

Keates, Bicuarp Porter. Edgbaston Novis Foster & Co, Birmingham 

Law, ALExanpER, Kidderminster Nov 30 Foster & Co, Birmingham 

Levertr Grorcrt Au¥FrED, Southend on Sea, Builder Nov 29 Tatham & Lousada, 


Mackenziz, Mariquira, Liv 
Marriott, Dovaras, Lim 

Mius, Richarp. Queen’s gate ter 
Boone, Caot BageinaToxr SHAKESPEAR, 


Nov 80 Batesons & Co, Liverpo 
jurrey, Solicitor Nov 30 fone r Co, Gresham st 
“Des 9 Witham & Co, wed 'sinn sq 
Nov 30 Long & Gardince, Lincoln’s inn 


Mowxzo, Lewis Stewart McKenzie, Bartholomew In Dec2 Kent & Holroyd, Liverpool 
Nevitte, Hanyan, Leamington Spa, Warwick Dec16 Overell & Son, Leamington 
a Acyzs Maria, Whimple ,» Devon Nov 24 Battishill & Houl 

ter 


Cuavege, Bicuarv’ Alcester, Warwick Dec 14 Bone & Heppell, Frederick’s pl, Old 
ewry 


Pearson, Mary Ann, Nottingham Dec4 Hunt & Dickins, Nottingham 
Pernam, Grorce, Birmingham Dec12 Lee & Co, Birmingham 
Porter, JosePH Lixcoin, Edgbaston Dec 6 Glaisyer & Co, Birmingham 
Roserts, James Ricuarp, ingham, ist Nov 30 Foster & Co, Birmingham 
Rocue, a ay Newcastle upon Tyne, Pu Nov 25 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle 
upon 
Seanees, ed > a a gy = ng S oe, Manchester 
HEPPARD, WILLIAM HENRY Mon, c ‘oxon, Ne 
cenee Sreees EpGar Torun Mecolecfid, Accountant’s Clerk Dec 4 Tua & Blunt, 
clesfiela 


Svuacett, ed Crayton, Aldersgate st, Solicitor Decl Breese & Suggett, Alders- 
gate . : 

Towmane,, Wiu1am Isaac, New Haven, Connecticut, US A Nov 30 Neish & Co, 

‘at st 

Voysry, a Tiverton, Devon Dec2 Dayman & Fisher, Tiverton 

Vyvyan, Epwarp Water, Cheltenham Nov24 Burd & oo Okehampton 

Wi1p, Jozn, Oldham, Lanes, Architect Dec14 Dransfield & Hodgkinson, Penistone 

Worton, Fanyy, Piymouth Nov2l Bond & Pearce, aged 

Wricut Euizazern, Dis, Norfolk mage Lyus & Sons, Di 

Yares, Wiiuiam, St ‘Pancras Infirmary Nov 30 Wetherfield & e Co, Gresham bldgs 


London Gazette-—Turspay, Nov. 5. 


BaLiarp, Gzorce, Chiswick Dec10 Aird & Co, Brabant ct, ke 
Brrey, CHARLES, Birkenhead, Caterer Nov30 Deakin, Northw 
Busu, Sous, minster, Bristol, Blind Manufacturer 5 > 80 
CHANT, penaa, South Molton, Devon, Wine Merchant 


Davison, , Huddersfield Dec 2 Laycock & Co, Huddersfield 

Dewps£Y, W1ILL1am RicHarp, Surbiton, Paper Agent Nov 30 Ford & Co, Exeter 

Epwaxps, Kate Puen, Nov 30 Rubyns-Owen, Pwllheli 

Exuis, Wevsore Srvuarr. Dorking Dc81 Budd & Co, Lag ~ 

Fisip, Marsua tu, Matching, Eesex, Farmer Dec 2 Trotter 

Fieminc, Mary, Hemel Hempstead, Herts — 30 Lithgow, eoimeole st 

Foster, Anxig, Bleasby, Notts Dec6 Lee, Nottingham 

Foster. CuaR.orre, Bleasby, Notts Dec5 Lee, Nottingham 

Goopwyy, CaTHeEnine, brighton, Fancy Jeweller Dec 2° aye & Treacher, Brighton 

Gornince, Cuarites Heynry, High Holborn, Dec2 Carr & Co, 2 Holborn 

Harpiz, T eee Krinoaip, Hyde Park ter Dec 14 Campbell & Co, Warwick st, 
it 8 

Ho xe, Francis ickeie, Woodbury, Devon Dec1 Burd & Co, Okehampton, Devon 

Ho.ioway. JANE SaRan, Fulham Nov 380 Woodbridge & Sons, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 

Horna, Rev Joun Hatiett, Hove Deci4 Fitzhugh & Co, Brighton 

Revises, 200 mh ony, Leadenhall st, Ship Owner Nov 30 Routh & Co, Southampton 
oomsbury 

Lewis, yn pH SLATER, Norwood. Electrical eel Bageee 2 mead 26 Longton, Warrington 

Loc oe, sone Epwix, Manchester, Dealer rs’ Trimmings Nov 15 Berry, 


Luuixy, Acuers, Blackwater, Hants Decl4 Tyler, Clement’s inn, Strand 
Macpowap, Joun, Balham Dec2 Edwards, Queen Victoria st 
a" Wituam pam, Houghton, Cumberland, Farmer Dec 16 Kennedy & 


lover, Ormskir! 
Miter, CLement, Swinton, Lancs Dee 4 Lea, Manche 
Mortimer, Mariya Pui..irs, "a Dec 16 all & Bull, Hammersmith 
Oop, Joszrn, Oldbam, Mule Overlosker Nov? R & J Ashcrofi & "Maw, Oldham 
Perry Sunes Frances, Headley, Hants, Mantle Manufacturer Dec 9 Burton & Son, 
Black riars 

Purrey, Frepenriox, Beckenham Dec 31 hton & Savory, Clement's juts Strand 
Rensoaw, James Kenzst, West Kensington 1 Fardell, Ryde, I of W 

Master Dec 17 Hick & Co, 


BicHaspson, Wasaem, Scarborough, Assistant Station 

RopergtsHaw. Kicnarp, Norwood Green, nr Halifax, Boot Maker Nov 30 Beldon & 
Ackroyd, Bradford 

Rumvorp, Laraam Menswortu, South Hampstead, Flour Factor Dec 2 Rundle & 


Hobrow, Basioghali st 
Bacn, GronaE, Wivenhoe, Kesex, Farmer Decl Wittey & Denton, Colchester 
Dec8 Russell & Russell, Coleman st 


Suzvtox, WiLttaM, Tooting, Porter 
Suir, Joszru, Haverah Park, Yorks, Farner Dec 4 Newstead & Vo, 


t In 


rth, Bristol 
O" sport & Son, South 


Otley 
Burrow, WittiAm Axten, Reading, Builder’s Manager “> — Brain & Brain, Reading 
Wavruan, Joun, Battersea, Licensed Vi Dec 28 ndon, Budge row 


Waypr, Wii114M, Doncaster, Bay ee Nov a Allen, Doncaster 
Wacken, ‘Astuvn, Birmingham, Traveller Hooper & Oo, Birmingham 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 

London Gazette. ea pareee, ev. 8. 
chanel, Glam, Coal Miner 
4 Ord Nov 4 
pom late Farmer 


sry, WILLIAM, 
domi peravon Pet Nov 
Barty, Gzorce, Woolverton, 
Frome Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 
BasLantixe, by ay ees st, Cavendish sq High 
une 
B i ag 1LL14M, Nuneaton, Warwick, Labourer Coventry 
Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov5 
BraTtiz, Ropert JOHN, Bangor, poutedars Manager 
Bangor 


Pet Nov5 Ord N ag 
, Fruiterer Dudley Pet 


BewxzTT, FREDERICK, 
Novi Ord Novi 

B z, Meersbrook, Sheffield, Engineer 
Sheffield Pet Nov6 Ord Nové 

Boooxs, I Freperick, Wimbledon, Auctioneer’s Clerk High 
Court Pet Sept 30 Ord Nov5 

Bsows, Henry maa, 5 Sate, Corn Merchant 
Brighton Pet Sept 30 Nov 5 

CornisH, som, Leicester, Coal Merchant Leicester Pet 


v5 Nov 5 
san” Tuomas Sonne, Middleham, Yorks, Racehorse 
Traiver es Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 
Davexrort, H 8, Suffolk House, Laurence Pountney hill 
High Court Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 5 
Epw Ane, a Hy nay Liandudno, Grocer Bangor Pet 
Nov ov4 
ee y rte or Kamay, 7 ta Manchester 
9 Manchester Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 
Gaszaare, Joun, Crosthwaite, Seaieslienl, Farmer 
Workington Pet Nové Ord Nov 4 
Gates, EpcaR JAMES, Beds, Draper Luton 
Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov 5 
@reEnwoop, Wit114m, Rishton, ann, Contractor Black- 
burn Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 
Harzis, RarHer, Leeds, as, Slipper Manufacturer Leeds 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 
Huntiey, Joun, Blackpool Preston Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 
Hoxzas.s, JouN, Swansea, Mason Swansea Pet Nové 


v6 
oon, Tense Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet Nov6 Ord 
Kane, Micusn, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet Nov 6 
Ord 


Loxcprn, Epwarp Waixon Duncan, Broad st House, New 
Broad st High Court Pet Augi0 Ord Nov5 

—_—, - Tuomas, Maidstone Pet 
Or 

Mux, ey Blackpool Preston Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Nortox, Ricuarp, Kingston upon *. am Agent 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Oct 24 

Pasan, Ln Hove, Horse Dealer Oo riphton Pet Nov 

ov 4 

Prarcey. Matitpa AsENATH, Bournemouth Poole Pet 
Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Pocock, JamEs Ricnarp, Wantage, Berks, Baker Oxford 
Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 4 

Popmorz, Perse, Tibberton, Salop, Farmer Stafford Pet 
Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Rasy, Harry, Sudbury, Contractor High Court Pet 
Nové Ord Nov 6 

Raprorp, Witiiam Tapscott, Tiverton, - totems Photo- 
grapher Exeter Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 

Roytancs, ALBERT, Beswi cheater, Confeetioner 
Manchester Pet Oct 17 ord Nov 6 

Snort, Josern Joun Rotts, Crosby sq, Merchant 

igh Court Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Sims, Wittiam Tuomas, Oxford, Licensed Victualler 
Oxford Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 

Buart, Wituiam Paton, Whitley Bay, Northumberland, 

lov 6 Ord Nov 6 

Brentford 


Nov 5 


Painter Newcastle on Tyne "pat 
Sura _Epwin Fiaa, Isleworth, Fruit Grower 
Nov 2 Ora Nov2 
Sorvrxorn, Nicnoias Grosk, Bournemouth, Baker Poole 
Bont $M a Hull, Pork Butcher 
EPHAN, RISTOPHER, upon ‘or. 
Kin ‘ston upon Aull Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 
Winchester Pet 


Bronz, Frank, Alton, its, Grocer 
Nov5 Ord Nov 5 Cross, Herts, Saddler Wol 

ver- 

pton Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 4 


Tuomson, J. ane, Waltham 
Me —; ae Frome, Somerset, Grocer Frome Pet 


Wiitiams, Bicuarp, Criccieth, Carnarvon, Grocer Port- 
medoc Pet Nov Ord Nov 5 
Wiis, Witt1am, Hinckley, Furniture Dealer Leicester 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 4 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Barcugnar, Joux, Brook Green, West K 
Merchant Nov18at230 Bankruptcy 3, Carey st 
Barzs, WitL1am, Nuneaton, Labourer Nov 15 atl2 Off 
Ree, 17, Hertford at, Coventry 
Brarriz, Rosert Joun, gor, Carnarvon, Pawnbroker’s 
Manager Nov 18 at 2.45 Ship Hotel, Bangor 
N, Josern Ennxst, No’ Insurance 
Agent Nov 15 at 1230 Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
Nottingh:m 
Browx, Henry Hoxcompe, Brighton, Corn Merchant 
Nov 15atil Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 
Browx, lvo Herpert, Sheftield, Provision Dealer Nov 15 
—— Paes ~ Fistree ln, Sheff eld at 
KE, Emity, Datchet, Bui Nov 18 8 
= 95, Temple 


a 
8, Roperr i, 18, Barnstaple, Boot Dealer Nov 

lbati1l Off Reo, 6», Hammet ¢ Taunton 
Conxisn, Joux, Leicester, Coal ue t Nov 15 at 12.90 
hs Reo, 1, Berridge st, Leice 

™ ppaazarn, Os ee Lincs, B Pawnbroker Novy 15 

0 
Bat, oe ae Leeds, Slipper Manufacturer Nov 16 at 


aoe A Paes , Leeds 
Lures Ouant pomhing Brighton, Grocer Nov 27 at 12 
Hixce, Haxwa Saparees aiinay Pu y Park, Builder Nov 26 at 2.90 


Homes, Tuomas, bide Carey Stomaeet Vieteatien Nov 19 at 11 


—- Brrsy, upon Hull, Grocer Nov 16 at 11 
aaa thee Hull \ 
Sih... 5 he, Gy Bogner Nov 20 at 230 Bankruptcy 


, Carey 
Loxoutr, Ta Tuomas, Maidstone Nov 27 at 11 9, King st, 
aidstone 


ion — Syston, Leicester, Wood Working Machinist 
6 ati2 Of Rec. 1, Berridge st, 
Leeds, oR, ane Surrey Nov 26 at 12 Bankruptcy 


a Kare Fousor, Regent st, Bootmaker Nov 25 at 12 


krputcy bidgs, Carey st 
ee — Ch Manchester, Printer Nov 15 
rom at, Manchester 


oS ace at Wo 
Meazs, | And omas ODELL, Tinsley, nr Crawley, 

Pein Beldge Nov 15 at 12.30 2, Railway app, 
Moruis, J E Uaraiff, Grocer Nov 15 at 11 117, St Mary 


st, 
Memenet, Moursateen Casa Guton, Featherstone bldgs, 
Ne igh Holborn, Merchant Nov 25 at 2 30 Bankruptcy 
ides, 


Meat Atrrep, Cranbourne mans, Leicester sq, Com- 
mission Agent Nov 19 at 12” Banksuptoy’’ bidgs, 


Nistert, Henrzy, and Fraycis Nistert, Bispham, 
ckpool, Builders Novisatil Off "Reo, 14, Chapel 


Nott'ngh Baker Nov 15 at 12 

Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Raprorp, Witt1am Tapscort, Tiverton. Devon, Photo- 
ad Noy 21 at 1030 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, 


SxnioRg, Tox Wu LittLewoon, Hemsworth, Yorks, 
Newsagent Novibatil Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wake- 


Ornett, F: 





SrapLetTon, CHARLES, sage, Beds, Boot Upper Maker 
Nov 19 at 10.30 C Halliley, Solicitor, Mill st, 


Srepuan, Caristorxer. Kingston upon H' 
Nov 16 at 11 30 Off Rec’ Trinity House 

STRATFORD, ALFRED Joan, Dartford, Con 
at 1215 115, High st, Rochester 

Tur Lonpon Penny Omyisus Association, Vic!oria at, 

Westminster, Omnibus Proprietors Nov 22 at 12 

Bankruptcy bldgs, ( st 

Tuomas. Evan, Pon Grocer Nov 15 at 3 135, 
High st. afil 


st, Merthyr 
ae kao Schoolmaster 


Nov 15at2 135, High st, Merth 
Tracy, _———" Plymouth Nov is ‘at 41 6, Athenzeum 


ter, 
TurPin, Witttas —_ =, & = tien 
anufacturer 


Carey st - 
Wausen, Wituiam, Preston Nov 18 at 1130 Off Rec, 
14, Chapel st, Preston 
Wis, Stzerpaen Fiercuse, Reading, Cycle Manufacturer 
av 


Nov 19 at 8 Temple chmbrs 
2  OUDICATIONS 
ALLoway, ory Dovetras, Lincoln’s inn 


Ba —“ 


High Court Pet July 30 Ord Oct 31 

Amespury, Wituiam, Al Glam, Coal 

Aberavyon Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov4 

BacyraLt, Waiter Grorer, Gracechurch st High Court 

Pet A 12 Ord Nov4 

TNCENT, Feots Cray, Kent, Traveller Croydon 

tMay6 Ord May6 

Batty, Gores, Somerset Frome Pet Nov 4 

Ord Nov 4 

Barxw, C H, C ide HighCourt Pet Aug9 Ord Nov 4 

Bates, Witt14mM, Nuneaton, Labourer Coventry Pet Nov 

5 Ord Novo 

Bearriz, Roprat Joux, Ban + tremeomude Mansger 

Bangor Pet Nov5 Ord 

Bennett, FREDERICK, Dudley, Worcester, Fruiterer 
D Novi oo Nov 1 

Biamires, Groras, She Engineer Sheffield Pet Nov 
6 lov 6 

Branp, Groncz, Lambeth Palace rd, Engineer’s 

High Court Pet Se a Oed Hows 
Brows, Henry Hoicomsr Corn 
ton Sept 30 “ond New 

Cusgee, Oe pane, Dethet, Bu * Windsor Pet Aug 30 

Couz, —— Goprrey, and Revsen Joun Frepericx 
ag ery Stationers High Court Pet Oct 26 

rd Nov 

Corsox, Joun, Tamworth, Staffs, Saddler Birmingham 
Pet Oct 3° Ord Nov 4 

Conn, SUE, i = Coal Merchant Leicester Pet 

‘ov 

Dats, Tuomas Henry, Middiehum, Yor! Sagieme 
Trainer Northallerton P. . ‘Nov 4 Ord 

Dav ee 2 a a High © Court Pet 

May 3 

Fauoman, Morais, Church st, 
Court Pet Oct 9 Ord Nové 

Finceravt, ogy A or KALMAN, 
Manchester Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 

Gasxartu, Jouy, Crosthwai 
Workington Pet Nov 4 

Greznwoop, Witu14m, Rish' 
burn Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 


Bf 8, Rapagy, Leeds, 
AMpet'Nov & Ord Nov 6 


Hanrtiey, Jonny, Brewer to a 
Preston Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov & 
HuxraBie, Joun, Swansea, Mason Swansea Pet 
Ord Nov 6 


Brus, Isaac, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet Nov 6 Ord 
‘ov 
a, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet Nov 6 
‘ov 
Luo Joun, Ynysbwi, Glam, Boot Dealer 
Pek Oot id “Od Oct ao eeegices 





Laveean, Saeues, Maidstone Maidstone PetNov5 Ord 
lov 





Mazrciz, Evan Davin, Lianidloes, Painter Newtown 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov6é 

en Grocer Preston Pet Nov4 Ord 
‘ov 

Soren, ¢ &, eat, Cieew (Cardiff Pet Oct 5 Ord 


ov 5 
Nortox, Br 

: Engen upon Bull sPet Oct On ax 
PEARcEY, TILDA _—y | BH 

“ tress Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 


House 
on io, © Sudbury, ~~ tt .. High Court Pet Nov 
lov 6 
a ah. Wittiam Tapscorr, Ti Photo- 
Pet Nov 4 ed eee 4 5 
Bournemouth, Poole 


grapher 
SoutHory, NicHoLas a 
Middlesboroughb, 
Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 1 


Nov 6 
Ecort, ALFRED FREDERICK, 
vorough 
Sort, Joszra Joun Rous ae 8q, 
Court Pet Nov2 Orda 
Sis, Wiutuam Tomas, Oxford, Licensed Victualler 
Oxford Pet Nové4 Ord Nov4 
— GrorGE, Kingston, Surrey Pet Aug 30 
Smits, Wincese James, Handsworth,Grocer Birmingham 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov4 
Srepsan, CuRisTorx Kingston on op Pork Butcher 
on Hull Nov é Ord Nov 


a. Hants, Grocer Wit 


ové Ord 
Wess, Henry, Nottingham, Baker Nottingham Pet Nov 
W 5 Ord — Cricith 
ILLIAMS, RICHARD, b. Cosmaeven, Grocer Port- 
madoc Pet 


Nov5 ura Ni 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED 


Bayiey, Antoun H, at, 1 te ff of 
En 


Rec Ord April 17, ‘ees aajed April 27, 1888 > 
and Annul Nov 4, 1901 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Nov. 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
dsomees, Axx, York, Draper York Pet Nov 8 Ord 
ov 


BEnTLEy, ay emeee, Talycafn, ur Conwa: 
Bangor Pet 8 Ord Nov8 — 
BENTLEY, Susax } pnt M8 ys. arConway Bangor Pet 
Nov 8 Ord Novs 
ona = — 7 Sanat, 4 Cycle Agent Canterbury Pet 
lov 
men | Boreas, Ae FO — nen, Builder Aylesbury 


Cae ae Ge x armouth, Boarding house Keeper 
Yarmouth Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 9 we 
eS ., Accountant 
Nov 9 Ord Nov9 angen 
a —_ re Reporter Manchester Pet 
Nov 
Conmetaes | Writs, Walsall, Haulier Walsall Pet Nov 


Cottixewoon, Tuomas Cusp, 
Victuailer High Cout Fat Nov arora © 
Coorzr, Tuomas, Wol 
oc ———- Fe Novs Ord _ e" -" 
JDWORTH, THBERT, Horbury, orks, ‘akefield 
Pet Nor 8 Ora Nov 8 Dee 


Davison, Gzonce, Fe! * 
Newcastle on Tyne Nov 7 Ord Nov? 

General Merchant 

e~ pp Provision Merchant 

F.Lercuer, Mdm ane Drax, nor Selby, Y¥ 
Thrashing Machine Proprietor York Foor e Ord 


Dowszicx, Wittiam Heyey, 
Truro Pet Nov 9 Onl News 

Dyer, Wits a. 
Pet Noy 7 Ord Nov7 

Fru, a Harry, 


ford 
Pease, Eres, Seem, Sas Beier Leeds Pet Nov 7 
‘ov 
Garsipg, James Anrivun, West Vi ur Halifax, Joiner 
AMflalifax Pot Oct 30°°Ord Novo” 


lov 9 
Gises, Wittiam Henry, 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 8 
Goopwit, Jony, Bradford, 
e = ba Nov? Ora Nov7 
nETOR, WILLY, 
Maseh 16 ra 


Builder High 
House Keeper 
High Court Pet 


Jackson, 
Wi 





JENKINS, 
N ~ 


Nov 

Mircnent, Lirweiirx 

Pa Witt Y¥ 
“porough Pet Nov 8. Ost Nor 


Puiu ‘ossru, St Ives, Farmer Plymouth Pet Nov 8 
Ord Nov 8 
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Bavcutrrt, Jons Henny, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 6 Ord 
Nov 6 


Atrrep, Cardiff, Provision Merchant 

Oct 26 Ord Nov7 

Saunpens, Pxisan.{Cambri i s nateiaaaered King’s 
Lynn Pet Nov? Ord 

Smits, CHaRes, licuediam, S:ddlers’ Ironmonger 
Birmingham Pet Nov 8- Ord Nov 8 

Swrra, Witiiam_ Lvcivs. oH Lynn, Butcher King’s 
Lynn Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Sprvver Witwram, Eastry rext Sandwich, Kent, Market 
Gardener Canterbury Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

frax.ey, AntHcR Victoria st, Music Dealer High Court 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 ; 

Epwarp, Bristol, Hairdresser [Bristol Pet 


Reuven. Joux 
Cardiff Pet 


Srayvey. 
Nov8 Ord Nuv8 

Tarzor. James Grorcs Goopsoy, i General Dealer 
Plymouth Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Tucker, Jonx, St Columb, Cornwall, Currier Truro Pet 


Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Tyiter, Pact Pur, Gt Dunmow, Essex, Plumber 
Chelmsford Pet NovS Ord Nov8 

Vorz, Tuomas, Leicester, Yarn Agent Leicester Pet 
Nové Ord Nov 6 

Wattsr, Beatie Guy Water, Conduit st. : emaaa 
Manager =— Court Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Warre, Wii114m Hopes, Church oar _aate, Grocer 
Burton on Trent Pet Oct 22 Ord Ni 

Wicxis, Samvet, Telegraph st, Company Secshelies High 
Court Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov 

Wiis, Jons, Abergele, Denbigh Farm Bailiff Bangor 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

A.persoy, Axx, York, Draper Nov 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
2, Stone zate, ork 

Amestvury, Wit.14m, 
Nov 19 at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Baity, Gzorcz, Woolverton, Somerset Nov 20 at 11.45 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Bewsyert, Farperick Wii11am Joux, Dudley, Worcester, 
Fruiterer Nov 21 at 10.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 


Abergwynfi, Glam, oa {Miner 


st, Dudley 

Birp, James, Ramagate, Cycle Agent Nov 21 at 9 Off 
Ree, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Buiamines, Gzorce, Sheffield, Engineer Nov 19 ati2 Off 

, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

Brooxz, Frepericx, Wimbledon, Auctioneer’s Clerk 
Nov 2lat12 tankruptcy bidgs, Cue st 

Brotuzrnoop, Wiiiiam, Fik-ston. Derby, hae 
Dealer Nov 19at3 Off Rec, 47, Fall st, Derby 

Aldersgate st. ’; 
i Nov 25 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Datz Tuomas Hexey, Middleham, Yorks. Racehorse 

Trainer ad 21 at 245 Henrici’s Railway Hotel, 


Northalle 

Dayxs, ag Leatherhead, Printer Nov 25 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs Carey st 

Davexport, H 8, Suffolk House, Laurence Poun ‘ney hill 
Nov 22 at 12 "Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Davies, Daxret, Aberavon, Engineer Nov 19at12 Off 
Rec. 31, A’exandra rd. Swansea 

Dicxissox, Warten Geozrce Bur sett, Boston, Lincs, 
z = Surgeon Nov 21 at 12.15 Off Rec, 4 and 

est 

. 


Boston 

Dyes, Wriuax Jous, Truro, Furniture Dealer Nov 21 at 
12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Evimax, Arganam, and Lovis Exrimas. "Manchester, Auc- 
tioneers Nov 20 at 2.20 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 


Evaxs, Davip Varrec, Liverpool, Seafarer’s Outfitter 
Nov2 at12 Off Rec, 3, Victoria st, Liv 1 
Nov Wat 3 


Fisceenvt, Catmas or Katmay, Ms 
om st, Manchester 
” Ricuarp ~ A Drax, mr Selby, Yorks 
ne Paes Nov % at 12.30 Off 


Bee, 28, 
— Peep, Denhoime, Yorks, Parm a: = Nov 21 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 31, —_ row, Bradfor: 
Furezz, Mazxs, Cart Driver Nov + at 12 Off 
row, 


22, P 
Gates, Evcat Janes, Toddington, Bed+, Draper Nov 21 
at 12 Chamber of Commerce 653, George st, L Luten 
Goopwitt, Joux, Bradford , Refreshment H Keeper 
Nov Ziatil Off a1, Manor row, Bradford 
Grezzx, fen Joszrn, ‘ymeswold, icenseé 

Victualler Nov 19 at 12.20 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, 
Baw 


Leicester 
Hexry, Handsworth, Pearl Button Manufacturer 
lov 20 at 11 174, C st, Birmingham 
BHazoisc. Tox, F Nov ® at 
ILD Off Bec, 2, Baldwin at, Bristol 
Hirt, Jowx Cantros, Frinton Bea, Essex, House 
"Slee Rov 20 at 11 Cape Hotel, Colchester 
Expr, ee, omy , Cheshire, Painter Nov 21 at 12 


Cottixsewoop, Tomas Caisp, 
Vi 


Fier 


Hotues, Baurn a LIPS, Birstall, Yorks, Tallow Chandler | 


Nov 2iat3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Horeweit, E1iza Marira, Gravs, in Furnishing 
Nov Dat2 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
Seem, Isaac, Leeds, Draper Novi9atil Off Rec, 22, 
Tark row Leeis 
Laweus. Teones Marx, Quesnsbury Yorks Nov 19 at 11 
Off Ree, 31, Manor row, radford 
Pature, Writs, Redcar, Yorks Labourer Mov 22 at 3 
Off Ibert rd, Midd! 
Off 


exborough 
Patuen, Witten, Hove, Horse Dealer Mov 19 at 11 
Parmer Nov 19 at 11,15 


Pe 
Sslop 
Baer, aner Be doheew wood Ena Nov 2 at 11 
Bank, tides, Carev 


Seegees, Som, 3 PrreE, ig 
Ravcurrs. Jonx hays leeds Nov 19 at 11.00 Off Rec 
22, Park row Leeds 


Rassoue Buerrany James. acd Anruvn Jauex Rassoun, 
ae eiemeny Merchants Nov # at 12 Bank- 
4, 
oort, Aven ny Vurvencn, Middlesborough. 
—., Nov 2tat2 on Ree, 6, Albert 14, Misdiew. 


on Pipe | 


Stzarorp, Wititam, Sheffield, beg ay ee © Inspector | 
Nov 19 at 12.30 Off Ree, Fi In, Sheffield 

Smart. Witt1am Patox, Whi Bay, , Northumberland, 
Painter Nov 19at1130 Off Ree, 5 80, Mosley st, New- | 
castle on Tsn2 

Suita, Epwiy Fiae, Isleworth, Fruit Grower, Nov 19 at 
12 Room 91, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Sprvvzer, Wittiam, Eastry rext Sandwich, Kent, Market | 
Gardener Nov 21 at 930 Off Rec, 68, Castle at, 
Canterbury 


Rec, 26. Baldwin st Bristol 


ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Sroyz, Frawx, Alton, Hants, Grocer Nov 19 at 3 Of 

172, High st. Southampton 

TRENKLE, Cares, Brewer's st, Piccadilly circus, Caterers’ 

ee Nov 21 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
arey & 

Ve.rom. Ricnarp, Frome, Grocer Nov 20at12 Off Rec, 
26, Baldwin st, Bris:ol 

Watters, Freperick Jouy, Finsbury Park, Corn Mer- 
chant Nov 21at12 Bankruptcy pidgs, Carey st 

Wituiams. Evay, Barmouth, Merioneth, Contractor Nov | 
194t11 Townhall, Aberystwith 


Amended notices substituted for those published in 
the London Gazette of Nov 1 : 


Bousuaw, Josern Artuur, Walsal', Grocer Nov 8 at 12 | 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Crawiey, Henry Copetanp, Watford, Herts, House 


Temple av 


Amended notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 8: 


Natuan. Aurrep, Leicester eq, Commission Agent Nov 19 
ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Auperson, Any, York, Draper York Pet Nov 8 Ord 
Nov8 


Barrow. Lee ManveEt, Cardiff, Commercial Clerk Cardiff 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Bentizy, CHartes Epwarp, Talycafn, nr Conway, 
Carparvop, Artist Bangor Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 


Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
Birp, James, Ramsgate, Cycle Agent Canterbury Pet 
Novs Ord Nov8 


Novs Ora Nov8s 

Cooper, THomas, Wolverhampton, Tobacconist Wolver- 

me in mag Pet Nov ‘. = gt ie See Wok 
pwoeTH. CuTHBERT, Hor ry or’ e- 

field Pet Nov8 Ord Nov - 
Cvites, Esyest, and oe Carousye CLARIDGE, 
Bartholomew close, Mantle Makers High Court Pet 
Oct 30 Ord Nov7 


Birmio gham Pet Oct 7 Ord Nov9 
Dowzicx, Wiitt1am Henry, 
Pet Nov9 Ora Nov9 
et Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Fevt, Cuarites Barry, Sheffield, Provision 
Sheffield Pet Octz5 Ord Nov 9 


Merchant 


Tirsbiog 


Srayiey, Epwarp, Bristol, Hairdresser Nov 20 at 12.15 | 
Srickxects, Tuomas. Limehouse Nov 20 at 230 Bank- | | 


Furnisher Nov 11 at 12 Room 91, "Temple * chmbra, | 


MursaLees, Mursateey Casa Gurion, High Holborn, 
Merchant Nov 25 at2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


BentLey. Susan Jane, Talycafyn, nr Conway Bangor | 


Cuatmers, Jonx. Manchester, Reporter Manchester Pet | 


Daz, Isaac, and Wit1i1am Kemp, Birmingham, Shopfitters 
Bodmin, General Merchant | 

Truro | 
oe. Witu1am Joxx, Truro, ‘yarnitess Dealer Truro | 


—= 
Ricuarp Ronert, Drax, ur _ Selby, Yor 
= Machine Proprietor York Pet Novs Oy 
ovs 


| FRezan, Frep. Denholme, a Farm Labourer Bry 
ford Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 
| Fureze Marks, Leeds, Cart Siiee Leeds Pet Novy 
Ord Nov7 
Goopwitt, Jouy, Bradford, Refreshment house Keepg 
| Bradtord PetNov7 O:d Nov7 
Grercory, James Apert, Little Ness, Salop, Farmg 
Shrewsbury Pet Uc: 14 Ord Nov9 
| Haepy, Joun Keri, West Hartlepool, Wine Mercha 
Sunderland Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov7 
| Jenkins, Jonny, 9p ar Giam, Painter Ponty pridg 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 
Lawson, Tomas Mass,” Queensbury, Yorks Bradfon 
Pet Nové ON 
| Mods LLouGH, J, Rewport Cabinet Maker Newport, Ma 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 9 
| Mrrowext, Liewettyn Atpsonso, Palham, Dorset, 
Farmer Dorchester Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
Norzis. Hewry Suerwoop, Walbrook, Merchant High 
Court Pet Nové Ord Dec 8 
Patmes, Witi1am, Redcar, NS ene Labourer Middle 
borough Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 
| Pater, Wiiitam, Hove, Horse a Be Brighton Pet Nor 
| 4 Ord Novs 
| Pariurrs, Joszpn, St ry Cornwall, Farmer Plymouj 
| Nov8 ord Nov 8 
| Baneeers. Jounx Henry, Leeds Leeds Pet Nové On 


Nov 

Ripp.z, 5. oun Swalwell, Durham, Farmer Newcastlem 
Tyne Pet Oct22 Ord Nov7 

| RoyLance, ALBERT, Manchester, Gitiadiliaiin Manchest 


Pet Oct 17 Ord Nov7 
Sanpeman. Hargy, Throgmortonay High Court Pet O¢ 
8 Ord Nov8 
SaunveErs, Extsan, Cambridge, Tent Manufacturer Kings 
Lynn Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
| Swrrn, Wiit1am Lucius, King’s Lynn, Butcher King; 
| Lynn Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
| Spri~ner, WituiAM, Eastry next Sandwich, Ree Marke 
Gardener Canterbury Pet Nov 9 Ord N ‘ov 9 
| Srantey, Epwarp, Bristol, Hairdresser Bristol Pet Novi 
Ora Nov 8 
| Tatsot, James Grorce Goopson, Totnes, General Leale 
Piymouth Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
| Tucker, Joun, St Columb, Cornwall, Currier Truro P¢ 
Nov9 Urd Nov 9 
| Tyter, Pavut Pair, Gt Duomow, Essex, Plume 
Chelmsford Pet Novg Ord Nov8 
| Vorrz. Tuomas, Leicester, Yarn Agent Leicester Py 
Nové Ord Nov6é 
| Water, Bertiz Guy Wawire, Conduit st, Theatrial 
Manager High Court Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
WitiiaMs Evay, Barmouth, Merioneth, Build 
Aberystwith Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 7 
Wiutuiams, Jony, Abergele, Denbigh, Farm Bail 
Bangor Pet Nov7 Ord7 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Oct 4: 
| Tuomas, James pees, Cardiff, Painter Cardiff Pe 
Sept 80 Ord Oct 1 
Amended notice substituted for that pentidees in the 
London Gazeite of Uct 25 


| Key Witrnep Joun Wituiam, Swineshead, Lincs, Bute 
Biston Pct Oct 2t Ora vet zl 











Three purposes provided 


MERRYWEATHERS’ PORTABLE 


«‘ Chute’’ Fire Escapes, from 
Hydrant Systems, from - 


SPECIAL SPRINKLERS FOR 








MERRYWEATHERS’ 


COMBINATION OF APPARATUS FOR 


FIRE PROTECTION, 
ELECTRIC LIGHTING, 


and WATER SUPPLY. 


for at One Minimum Cost. 


Experienced Engineers sent to Survey at Mansions, Estates, and Villages. 


FIRE APPARATUS 


FOR INDOOR PROTECTION. 
‘London Brigade”’ Hand Fire Pump - 


( With which one person can attack a fire unaided, and by which h three-fourths of 
the fires in London are put out every year.) 


£5 5 0 


£5 0 O 
£30 0 O 


Pressure Augmentors for High Buildings where water 
service is at low pressure. 


LIFT SHAFTS. 


Write for Pamphlets, post-free. 


MERRYWEATHERS, 63, Long Acre, W.C., LONDON. 





Pesrerse ore 





